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3°, 
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H.M. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 


The ‘‘ RED CROSS ’”’ POLICY of the Company provides against 
ALL ACCIDENTS and ALL ILLNESSES. 





Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897, 1900, and 1906, the Employers’ Liability 
Act, 1880, and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 

R. KENNEDY MITCHELL, 
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Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
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In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenantsinclude a policy covering the risk of 


LO8S OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 


Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
MORTGAGES ON LICENSED PROPERTIES GUARANTEED. 
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FUNDS - - - 
INCOME - : - 
YEARLY BUSINESS - 
BUSINESS IN FORCE 


£ 5,123,000 

£678,000 
£ 2,600,000 
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Td E PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wirnovr Prorrts. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





age | Premium | Age | Premium | Age | Premium 
£1 16 a | 40 £2 10 */. 
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£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





‘i 30 yrs. | 40 yrs. 
£1,724 | £2,067 | 
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| Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,438 





Full information on application to 
THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Current Topics. 


The New County Court Judge. 

THe vaoanoy in the judgeship of the Sheffield County Court 
District has been filled by the appointment of Mr. Witttam 
Denman Benson. Mr. Benson was called to the bar in 1874 
and is a member of the South Wales and Chester Circuit, on 
which we understand he has had a considerable practice. 


Service of Proceedings in the Lancaster Court of 
Chancery Outside Lancashire. 

A very important — with reference to winding-up proceed- 
ings in the Court of — of Lancaster has been decided b 
the Court of Appeal in Re State Banking Corporation (Limited) 
(reported elsewhere). The High Court, as was determined in 
Re Anglo-African Steamship Co. (82 Ch. D. 348), has no juris- 
diction to order service of such proceedings on persons residing 
out of its jurisdiction, and prima facie a similar restriction 
would apply to the Lancaster Court of Chancery. But the Court 
of Chancery of Lancaster Act, 1854, by section 8, empowers the 
Oourt of Appeal, in all cases in which a person who may be a 
necessary or proper party “to any suit or other matter” in the 
Palatine Court is not subject to its jurisdiction, either to order a 
transfer of the proceedings to the High Court or to direct service 
out of the jurisdiction of the Palatine Court. This consequently 
enables proceedings in winding up to be served in suitable cases 
on persons residing in England outside the county of Lancaster, 
and in the present case the Court of Ap ordered such 
service of summonses for a balance order to enforce a call due 
from contributories. 


The Value of Cross-examination. 

Tue American newspapers, in their rts of the trial of Mr. 
Taw for murder, have much to say of the skill and ability of 
Mr. Wit1iam Travers Jerome, the District Attorney of New 
York, who conducted the cross-examination of the medical 
witnesses for the defence. Oross-examination, in every court 
where the English language is spoken, has always been con- 
sidered to be one of the more important branches of ad 
and many persons are accustomed to think that a barrister wo 
be guilty of a serious breach of duty if he neglected to test by 
cross-examination the credit of a witness by the opposite 
party. But it must not be f that in the civil law 
the practice is wholly different from that in England, that 
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in the French courts there is no cross-examination as we 
know it, while even in our country some of the most eminent 
wong om have thought that it may be carried too far. Sir 

AMEs ScaRuett, afterwards Lord Anrncer, was second to none 
of our English advocates in address and experience, and it is 
well to hear what he has to say on the subject in the unfinished 
fragment of his autobiography: ‘‘I learned by much experience 
that the most useful duty of an advocate is the examination of 
witnesses, and that much more mischief than benefit generally 
results from cross-examination. I cross-examined in general 
very little, and more with a view to enforce and illustrate the 
facts I meant to rely on than to affect the credit of the witnesses 
—for the most part a vain attempt.” A distinguished successor 
of Sir James Soarterr on the Northern Circuit—Lord Rvus3E.. 
or KizLowen—would perhaps have been of a different opinion, 
but those who were familiar with his advocacy will remember 
that in cross-examining a witness he always proceeded with the 
greatest caution and deliberation. 


The Criminal Statistics for 1908. 

In tHE Introduction to the Criminal Statistics for 1905 which 
have been issued this week, Sir Joun Macponett deals at some 
length with the question whether crime is increasing or 
diminishing. The figures, on the face of them, shew an 
increase in indictable offences in 1905 over 1904. The number 
of such offences known to the police for 1904 was 92,907; for 
1905 it was 94,654; while the annual average for 1901-5 was 
87,591. The number of persons tried for indictable offences in 
1904 was 59,960; in 1905 it was 61,463; and the annual 
average for the period just mentioned was 58,478. There was 
also a rise in the proportion of such persons per 100,000 of the 
gag though it is to be noticed that the figures for 1904 
and 1905 were lower than for any period except 1896-1900, 
which was a period of exceptional immunity from crime. On the 
other hand, there was in 1905 a decrease in non-indictable offences 
—729,727 as against 747,149 for 1904. The latter figure was the 
largest, with the exception of that for 1899, since 1857. Of the 
course of crime during the last thirteen years Sir Joun Mao- 
DONELL —_ that, taking as a test the persons tried for indictable 
offences, there was a fall from 1893 to 1895, crime was stationary 
from 1895 to 1899, with the exception of 1898, when there 
was a slight temporary movement upwards, and there has been a 
continuous rise, with one exception (1902), since 1900. But to 
answer the question ‘‘ Is crime increasing ?”’ he points out that it 
is necessary to go further back, and then it appears from the 
figures that there has been a remarkable decrease relative to 
population in the number of persons tried for indictable offences 
as compared with the returns of twenty-five or thirty years ago. 
Notwi ding, therefore, the present increase, the figures 
appear on the whole to be satisfactory. 


The Immunity of Financial Frauds. 


Bur wits reference to the reliability of these statistics Sir 
Joun Macpong.1 points out that various causes militate against 
the figures being exactly accurate criteria of the amount of 
crime. In particular account must be taken of the difficulties in 
the way of prosecuting some classes of offenders and the reluct- 
ance to make use of criminal proceedings against others. Some 
crimes, he says, probably very common, are practically not 

unished, and he instances the case of complex financial frauds, 

he cost of prosecution, he says, is too great, and the results 
before a jury are too dubious. The remarks in which Sir Joun 
Maoponztt develops this theme will bear quoting: “I am 
stating merely my own opinion in saying that there are 
more obstacles than there were, in the intricacy of the 
facts and in the technical nature of modern financial tran- 
sactions, to successful prosecutions for fraud before a jury. 
The existence of joint stock companies, the forms and documents 
which hide the real operator, and the complexity of modern 
financial operations tend to obscure the legal issues, and 
increase os difficulty of making any particular persons 


sible. A fraud which would be detected and punished 
if it were committed by A. and B. acting as individuals may be 
concealed, or it may be hard to bring guilt bome to them if, to 
mask their devices and to hide or efface traces of their action, 
they create, with the aid of dummy signatories to the memoranda 





of association, two or thres companies playing int» each others’ 
hands. The Bankruptcy Court has frequently before it cases in 
which frauds are brought to light without prosecution following. 
Often the victims of fraud prefer civil proceedings, under which 
damages or restitution can be obtained, to criminal proceedings 
under which, by our law, they can rarely obtain either.” It requires 
but little acquaintance with recent cases of fraudulent dealings 
with the funds of joint stock companies to appreciate the truth 
of these remarks. Sir Joun Macponet also goes minutely into 
the statistics with respect to particular classes of offences, but 
he does not find in the figures any clear corroboration of the 
idea that crime and drunkenness go together. ‘‘On the whole,” 
he says, ‘it would seem that the consumption of spirits follows 
the movements of trade, increasing when it is prosperous ané 
declining when it is bad. The reverse is, fol. generally, 
true of crimes against property. Drunkenness is no doubt the 
cause of many crimes, and is the accompaniment of many others. 
But the theory of the close correspondence between crime and 
drunkenness must be viewed with caution.” A feature in the 
statistics which is readily intelligible is the sudden rise into 
prominence of offences relating to motor-cars—6,777 for 1905, 
though bicycles beat them with 9,113 offences. 


Liability of Purchaser of Motor Carriage for the 
Act of Chauffeur in the Employment of the 
Seller. 

Tue Frencu courts have just decided a question affecting the 
liability of the manufacturers and proprietors of motor carriages. 
The manufacturers of these carriages occasionally deliver them 
at the homes of those who have ordered them, and when this 
happens the carriage is taken to the buyer by a chauffeur in the 
employment of the manufacturer. This chauffeur often remains 
for some days at the disposition of the buyer in order that he 
may make him familiar with the working of the machine, and, 
if required, train the chauffeur who will in future be put in 
charge of the carriage. In August last a gentleman residing 
in Paris ordered a motor carriage from a house in Orleans. This 
carriage was delivered in Paris, and was placed in charge of a 
chauffeur who was habitually employed by the manufacturers. 
The day after the delivery of the carriage it ran against 
and overturned a washerwoman’s cart and caused damage, 
for which the person injured brought an action against the 
owner of the carriage. The defence was that the action was 
misconceived, and should have been brought against the 
manufacturers by whom the chauffeur was employed. To this 
the plaintiff answered that the chauffeur at the time of the 
accident was temporarily in the employment of the proprietor. 
The court adopted this view, holding that in deciding the 
question it was necessary to take into account not merely the 
selection of the chauffeur and the person by whom he was paid, 
but how far he was subordinate to the proprietor, and that the 
facts were sufficient to establish the relation of master and 
servant between them. We believe that under similar circum- 
stances the liability of the purchaser of a motor carriage in 
England for the chauffeur supplied by the vendor is regulated 
by express agreement. 


Imprisonment for Non-payment of Poor Rates. 


A casE reported in one of the newspapers, in which a poor 
woman appealed for advice to a metro Titan police magistrate, 
seems primd facie to be one of great Ceodehin. Her story was 
that she and her husband occupied two rooms in a house in 
Mile End at a rent of 5s. 6d. a week, two or three other 
families having rooms in the same building. By some mistake 
the husband had been assessed to the poor rate in the rate-book 
as the occupier of the whole house; had been summoned for 
non-payment of the rate, amounting to £2 13s.; and had been 
committed to prison for fourteen days in default of distress. 
The magistrate expressed his sympathy, but was unable to 
suggest any remedy. Is it really possible that under the 
English poor law statutes a workman should be assessed to 
the poor rate in respect of premises of which ho is not the 
occupier, and afterwards sent to prison because he has not forty 
shillings in the world and cannot satisfy an unrighteous 
claim? We have never been able to think that these 
statutes are a clear and comprehensive code of law, but it is 
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possible that the magistrate did not hear the whole of the 
story. Did the unfortunate man or did his wife apply to the 
overseers for any explanation of the demand for payment of 
the rate? If no application was made (it is scarcely reasonable 
to suggest an — against the rate), what occurred on the 
application for a distress warrant and the subsequent application 
for a commitment under the Distress for Rates Act, 1849? 
The magistrates are bound to hear the party summoned and 
they have a discretion as to whether he should be committed 
to prison. They may not have been impressed with the 
credibility of the explanation which was offered to them. But 
in any view of the matter we cannot see why the law of imprison- 
ment for non-payment of rates should not be administered on the 
same principles as the law of imprisonment under procedure ir 
the county courts. 


Passenger by Railway Going by Mistake Beyond 
His Station. 

A DEcIsIon recently given by his Honour Judge Wrx118 in the 
Southwark County Court was upon an interesting point in the 
law of carriers of passengers. The action was brought by the 
London and South-Western Railway Co. to recover 1s. 2d., the 
amount of certain railway fares, as being due from the defend- 
ant, a pe. It appeared that on the 27th of November 
the defendant travelled in a first-class carriage from Waterloo to 
Wimbledon. He then tendered the return half of a first-class 
ticket from Waterloo to Clapham Junction, and was asked for 
another 7d., the excess fare, which he refused to pay. He 
returned to Clapham Junction, and was then asked for another 
7d., the fare from Wimbledon to Clapham Junction, and 
again refused payment. There was evidence that he had 
in the first instance gone by mistake beyond his destina- 
tion, aud, instead of getting out at Clapham Junction, 
had gone on to Wimbledon. The learned judge, in 
giving judgment, said that he had come to the conclusion 
that there was no contract by which the defendant undertook to 
pay for being carried from Clapham Junction to Wimbledon, 
and still less for his conveyance from Wimbledon to Clapham 
Junction. If it had been proved that the defendant intention- 
ally went beyond his destination he would have ordered him to 
pay the extra fare, but he was certain that the defendant never 
intended to go on to Wimbledon, while the return journey was 
made with a knowledge on the part of the company’s servants 
that he did not intend to pay. He would not say that if a man 
went beyond his journey through a blunder there was any 
liability on the part of the railway company to return him free 
of charge, but it was the practice todo so, He gave judgment 
for the defendant with costs. It not uncommonly happens that 
a passenger, having fallen asleep or being immersed in a book, is 
carried beyond his destination. It may also happen that after 
alighting from his carriage he returns to it in search of some 
article which he has missed, and is suddenly hurried away to 
another station. It can scarcely be said in such cases that 
there is a contract on his part to pay the extra fare, though the 
company would probably require him to pay it if he took his 
departure from the more remote station, But it is quite another 
matter whether they would be entitled, on proof of what had 
occurred, to retain the money, and they would probably make no 
difficulty about refunding it. 


Prerogative of the Crown in Bankruptcy 
Administration. 

By section 150 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the priority of 
the Crown over other creditors in the distribution of assets in 
bankruptcy is taken away. In many colonial statutes framed 
upon the lines of the English Bankruptcy Acts this particular 

rovision has not found a place, and the actual decision of the 

udicial Committee in 
(Zimes, 11th inst.), on appeal from the Supreme Court of 
New South Wales (reported as Re Marten, Ex parte Com- 
missioners of Taxation, 5 8. R. (N.S.W.) 181), deals with a point 
which could hardly arise under the English Bankruptcy Acts. The 
judgment is, nevertheless, of some interest, even in England. 
it was held that the Crown did not, by submitting to come in 


under the administration of the assets in a bankrupt estate, lose , 


the prerogative which enables the right of the Crown, when this 
comes in competition with the rights of subjects, to prevail. The 


Supreme Oourt of New South Wales (affirming by a majority 
the decision of the court of first instance) had held that the 
Crown had, by electing to come in under the assignee’s adminis- 
tration of the estate, lost the right—which otherwise it would 
admittedly have had—of standing outside the Oolonial~Bank- 
ruptey Act altogether. The same view had been taken in 
Canada and in other Australian courts, so that the decision of 
the Judicial Committee will have a ky seg effect. It is 
noteworthy that the observations of the Oourt of Appeal in Ze 
Henley & Co, (1878, 9 Ch. D. 469), although made in a case 
which arose under the Companies Acts and not the Bankruptcy 
Acts, and although amounting only to alternative reasons fur a 
decision already stated upon other grounds, were yet held t» 
constitute a binding statement of law of the same value as an 
actual decision. Oa this point—the proper judicial value to be 
assigned to the observations upon the Orown’s Drege ye made 
in Ke Henley & Co.—the colonial courts were held to have 
been mistaken. Every case like this, turning on extremely fine 
distinctions and having far-reaching consequences throughout 
the King’s dominions beyond the seas, to build up a cumu- 
lative argument in favour of the constitution of a single fical 
Appeal Court for the Empire. 


Passengers’ Luggage. 

A oase of widespread interest was tried at the Liverpool 
County Court on Monday last. The action was brought against 
the Cheshire Lines Committee to recover £49 2s., the value of a 
box and its contents, belonging to the plaintiff, which had been 
lost in the course of a railway journey. The main defence was 
that the defendants were protected as to the major portion of 
the claim by the limit of liability provided for in section 1 
of the Carriers Act, 1830. This section provides that “ no com- 
mon carrier by land for hire shall be liable for the loss of or in, ury 
to any articles” of the description therein specified (whic 
would cover the goods claimed for in the present case) “ con- 
tained in any parcel which shall have been delivered either to 
be carried for hire or to somened the person of any passenger 
in any mail or stage coach or other public conveyance,” when the 
value of such articles contained in such parcel shall exceed £10, ia 
the absence of a declaration and special agreement. There had 
been no such declaration, and at first sight the defence seems 
unanswerable. But the plaintiff argued that the box and its 
contents were personal | on a railway, and as such did 
not come within the section of the Carriers Act. It was con- 
tended that under rule 5 of the Regulations in the Schedule to 
the Railways Construction Facilities Act, 1864, the defendants 
were bound to carry a certain amount of passenger's ordinary 
luggage, and that it was under this rule the articles in question 
were being carried. Therefore section 1 of the Carriers Act 
was pro tanto overruled by the later Act. In the result his 
| Honour Judge Suanp found that the Carriers Act did not apply 
and gave judgment for the full amount. It was stated tl 
‘there was no reported case bearing upon the precise point, 
| which is somewhat remarkable considering the importance of 

the principle and the number of cases in which the facts must 
have been very similar. Should the decision stand, the position 
| ° . . 

of railway companies will probably call for further 

but we should be much surprised if the defendants allow the 
| matter to drop without an appeal. 





| The Right to Undisposed of Residue as Between 
Executors and the Crown. 

Tus orsice of executor does not now contain the same 

| possibility of profit as before the passing of the Executors Act, 

| 1880 (11 Geo. 4 & 1 Will. 4, c. 40), but, in the event of there 

‘being no nemt-of-kin, he is still entitled to any undisposed of 





‘ommissioners of Taxation v. Palmer | residue provided the will does not shew an intention to exclude 


him, and whether it shews such an intention or not is a matter 
between him and the Crown, which in such case will benefit by 
his exclusion. By the Act of 1830 the executor is declared to 
‘be trustee for the next-of-kin of the undisposed of residue, 
unless it shall appear by the will that he was intended to take 
beneficially, but the rights of the executor in the case where 
there are no next-of-kin are expressly saved by section 2. It 
is quite possible, however, that the testator may have used words 
in the will which, although inserted for an entirely different 
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urpose, shew by implication that he did not contemplate that 
the executor oul yore the residue beneficially. This will 
be so, for instance, if the testator has given the executor a 
pecuniary legacy, for by making him a gift of a part of the 
estate he has by implication shewn that he does not mean him to 
have the whole. In Dicks v. Lambert (4 Ves. 725) Anpzy, M.R., 
spoke of the rule that a gift of part to an executor bars him of 

e whole as one that had long prevailed; and it is the same 
where pecuniary legacies of the same amount are given to each 
of several executors. But if a legacy is given to only one of 
the executors, or if legacies are given to them unequal in amount, 
this rule is deemed to be excluded, and such a gift is not the 
expression of an intention that they shall not take the residue 
beneficially. In Pratt v. Sladden (14 Ves. 193) it was said, with 
reference to the law prior to the Executors Act, 1830, that 
the executor would take undisposed of residue beneficially 
unless there was a strong and violent presumption that he 
should not so take, and this seems still to hold good in 
oases to which, owing to failure of next-of-kin, that Act does not 
apply, and where the contest is between the executors and the 
Crown. Hence, while equal legacies to the executors will 
exclude them from the residue, unequal legacies will not. But 
in the case of Re Glukman (1907, 1 Ch. 171) before Swinvan 
Eapy, J., recently, a gift of equal pecuniary legacies to three 
executors was accompanied by gifts of specific legacies to two of 
them, and the question was whether this made the legacies to the 
different executors unequal for the purpose of the rule, so as to 
entitle the two surviving executors as against the Crown to 
undisposed of residue of some £12,000. The learned judge held, 
however, that the test was, not whether the executors took un- 
equal benefits in the estate, but whether any part was given to 
them equally of what would otherwise belong equally to them 
as undisposed of residue; and, taking this test, the gift of equal 
pecuniary legacies barred them from taking the residue, which 
accordingly went to the Crown. 


The Punishment of Criminals. 

WE Haves read with some surprise a report of what occurred 
at a recent trial at the Central Criminal Court, when a man who 
had served as a stoker in the Navy was found guilty of receiving 
goods knowing them to have been stolen. He had previously 
undergone imprisonment for burglary. The judge having said 
that he would postpone sentence to see if something could be done 
for the prisoner, a juryman in waiting interposed and offered to 
communicate with his firm in Manchester, who, he had no doubt, 
would give the man work. The judge thereupon expressed 
himself as much obliged by the offer, and said that if there 
were more gentlemen like the juryman, it would be a great 
advantage to the community at large. The report is necessarily 
a brief one, and we do not know whether we are wrong in 
drawing the inference that the court considered it would 
be for the public benefit if respectable employment were 
found for criminals instead of subjecting them to punishment. 
Much has been recently said of the number of unemployed 
workmen in the metropolis and large towns of the United 
Kingdom, and opinion is sharply divided as to the existence 
of any duty on the part of the Government to assist them 
in procuring employment. Is the question to be settled by 
restricting the right to employment to those who have been con- 
victed of criminal offences? Is the duty of the judge, accord- 
ing to any theory of modern punishment, to be limited to 
speculations as to what is likely to affect the future career of 
one who has twice exposed himself to the penalties of the law, 
or is he under some obligation to inflict a punishment which 
may act as a deterrent to others who may be tempted to become 
criminals ? 








Sir Albert Rollit has been decorated with the Grand Cross of the 
Order of St. Sava, First Class, a Servian decoration which is very 
seldom conferred upon foreigners. 

The following official statement was issued on Tuesday night with 
reference to the music-ball dispute: ‘‘ The Board of Conciliation met 
this afternoon, at 1, Durham-house-street, Strand, when it was re- 
— that the arbitration of Mr. G. R. Askwith had been uncon- 

itionally accepted by all artists, and arrangements are being made to 

this into effect at once. The whole of the questions in dispute 
will be submitted to Mr. Askw.th without reservation.’’ 





Sales by Auction. 
II. 


We noticed last week the principle established by Warlow v. 
Harrison (8 W. R. 95, 1 E. & E. 309) that an auctioneer who, 
upon a sale stated to be without reserve, declines to knock down 
the property to the highest bond fide bidder, is liable to him in 
damages, either for breach of contract that the sale is without 
reserve, or for breach of warranty that he has authority to sell with- 
out reserve. And that the auctioneer is responsible to the highest 
bidder if, after accepting the bid, he prevents the contract from 
becoming enforceable was recognized in Johnston v. Boyce (1899, 
2 Ch. 73), but in that case the sale had gone off owing to the 
auctioneer declining, on the vendor’s instructions, to accept pay- 
ment of the deposit by cheque. In this he was justified. No 
custom, said Cozens-Harpy, J., had been proved to oblige 
vendors to receive the cheque even of a person in good 
credit, though it was, doubtless, usual to do so; and the 
highest bidder in that case was not a person of credit, 
though in fact the cheque which he tendered would have 
been provided for by his wife, for whom he was buying. 

The question of the auctioneer’s liability to the highest bidder 
was again directly raised in Rainbow v. Howkins (1904, 2 K. B. 
322), where the defendant, an auctioneer, had been instructed to 
sell a pony subject to a reserve price of £25. Inadvertently he 
stated at the auction that the sale was without reserve, and 
accepted the plaintiff’s bid of fifteen guineas as the highest bid. 
Immediately afterwards he discovered his mistake, and informed 
the plaintiff of it. Thereupon he put up the pony for sale 
again, and it was bought in at seventeen guineas. No note or 
memorandum in writing of the sale to the plaintiff was 
made by the defendant. The plaintiff put the claim 
under two heads: (1) for delivery of the pony under the 
contract of sale—but in this he failed for want of a memo- 
randum in writing—and (2) for damages for breach of the 
defendant’s warranty of authority to sell the pony. Upon the 
authority of Warlow v. Harrison (supra) it would seem that the 
second claim should have succeeded, for the auctioneer had 
offered the pony without reserve, when in fact he was only 
authorized to sell subject to a reserve price. But the 
Divisional Court (Lord Atversrong, C.J., and Witis and 
Kennepy, JJ.), who were hearing the case on appeal from 
the county court, distinguished Warlow v. Harrison upon 
the ground that there the auctioneer refused to accept the 
plaintiff's bid as the highest. ‘In that case the auctioneer 
never made a contract, as he refused to accept the plaintiff’s 
bid, although it was the best genuine one, and rater he never 
did effect a contract between his principal and the plaintiff.” 

In the case before the court, on the other hand, the auc- 
tioneer had, by accepting the bid, made a contract, and it 
was only a question of its enforcement. So far as 
regarded the failure to reach the reserve price the plaintiff's 
claim could not, it was held, have been resisted by the 
vendor, since, assuming an enforceable contract to have been 
made, the vendor would not have been able to repudiate 
it on the ground that the reserve price had not been reached. 
‘‘The defendant, the auctioneer,” said Kzennepy, J., in deliver- 
ing the judgment of the court, “had an apparent authority, 
which his principal, if he had been sued by the plaintiff, would 
not have been allowed in point of law to repudiate, after a sale 
had been concluded by the hammer being knocked down, upon 
the ground that his private instructions had been contravened 
by the auctioneer in selling without reserve.” There remained 
the question of the auctioneer’s liability for failing to complete 
the memorandum, which would have bound the vendor and so 
given an action on the contract to the plaintiff ; but the action was 
not framed to raise the question, and the court consequently did 
not deal with it. 

The question of the liability of the auctioneer under such cir- 
cumstances as the above has now again been raised in McManus 
v. Fortescue & Branson (ante, p. 245). The defendants, who were 
auctioneers, had been instructed to offer for sale certain Property, 
including, as lot 2, a corrugated iron building. The conditions 
of sale stated that each lot would be offered subject to a reserve 
price, and that the vendors reserved the right of bidding up to 
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the reserve price. The highest bidder for each lot was to be 
the purchaser. The plaintiff bid £85 for lot 2, and the auctioneer 
knocked down the lot to him. Before the memorandum of sale 
was signed by the auctioneer he opened the sealed envelo 
containing the reserve price, and then discovered that the 
reserve was £200. Thereupon he withdrew the lot and refused 
to sign the memorandum. The plaintiff brought the action for 
breach of duty by the auctioneer for refusing to sign the 
memorandum, but Pariirorg, J., held that no such duty was 
by law imposed on the auctioneer, and he declined to allow an 
amendment so as to base the claim on breach of warranty of 
authority, inasmuch as the damages would be only nominal. 

The case, it will be seen, differs from those referred to above in 
that the sale was expressly stated to be subject to a reserve price, 
and this, in the view of the Court of Appeal, who affirmed the 
decision of Pumuiorg, J., was conclusive as to the auctioneer’s 
liability. The proceedings throughout were subject to the con- 
dition of the reserve price being reached, whatever that price 
might be, and since, in fact, it was not reached, there was no 
sale. There was no reason, therefore, for the auctioneer to 
complete the memorandum, even if the law ordinarily imposed 
such a duty upon him, nor was there any representation by him 
as to his authority. The latter statement is, perhaps, not quite 
clear, for the fact of his knocking down the property at £85 
might not unnaturally have been taken as a representation that 
the reserve price had been exceeded. But this, apparently, 
would have made no difference, since it was intimated that, so 
far as Rainbow v. Howkins treated the reserve price as a matter 
only between the vendor and the auctioneer until communicated 
to the purchaser, it was not to be followed. An auctioneer has 
only a special authority, and it is for the intending purchaser 
to find out, at any rate when the sale is stated to be subject to 
@ reserve price, what that reserve price is. When the case of 
a sale stated erroneously to be without reserve next arises, both 
Warlow v. Harrison and Rainbow v. Howkins will require further 
consideration; but where the sale is stated to be subject to a 
reserve price, it would seem that, under the present decision, the 
auctioneer who finds he has made a mistake, and st»ps further pro- 
ceedings under the sale, incurs no liability thereby. He is under 
no duty to complete the contract by making the necessary 
memorandum, nor is he liable for any breach of warranty of 
authority. It is singular that the relation of the parties to such 
an ordinary transaction as a sale by auction should be involved 
in so much obscurity. : 








Seisin and Possession. 


Lorp Mansrrzxp, in his famous judgment in Zaylor v. Horde (1 
Burr. 60; Sm. L. C.), founded the distinction which he drew 
between seisin and other kinds of possession upon the learning 
of feuds: ‘ Seisin is a technical term to denote the completion 
of that investiture by which the tenant was admitted into the 
tenure, and without which no freehold could be constituted or 
pass: Sciendum est feudum, sine investitura, nullo modo constitui 
posse (Foud. Lib. 1, 25; 2, 1; 2 Craig 2, 2).” On this Professor 
MaiTLanp remarked, in one of the papers recently referred to 
with approval in a judgment of the Privy Council (Perry v. 
Clissold, 1907, A. O., at p. 80): “But it will have occurred 
to many readers as a little — that Lord MansriEp, 
instead of vouching some English writer, GLaNnviL. or 
Bracton, Lrirrizron or Ooxz, to warrant what he thus 
said about a word which, for many centuries, had been 
constantly in the mouths of English lawyers, should have 
appealed to certain ancient Lombards and a modern Scotch- 
man. The truth seems to be that there was no old English 
authority available for the purpose. Seisin is possession ; 
that is what Bracron says at the outset, that is what Coxe says 
at the close of the medieval period; one and the other would 
have been surprised to hear that any act or consent on the lord’s 
part is necessary to constitute seisin”: L.Q. R., Vol. 1., at p. 324. 
He then quotes from Co. Litt. 2005: “ Seisin is a word of art, 
and in pleading is only applied to a freehold at least, as possessed, 
for distinction sake, is to a chattel real or personal.” Finally, 
at p. 340, Professor Marrianp said: ‘“ However strange may 
be the legal consequences which we find annexed to the seisin 





of land, they are not the result of a military policy, or anything 
of the sort, they are what were once consid the natural conse- 
quences of possession.” Shortly, at the present day, seisin is, as 
inthe time of Cox, possession—‘‘seisin” being solely appropriated 
to describe the possession of freeholders, whilst ‘ ion” 
usually describes the possession of owners of a chattel igterest : 
see Challis R. P. (2nd ed.), p. 54. But ‘ possession” is also 
commonly used of the seisin or ion of a freeholder: see, 
for instance, Lyell v. Kennedy (1889, 14 A. O., at pp. 456, 457), 
Perry v. Clissold (1907, A. O. 73). And, moreover, the expres- 
sion “equitable seisin” has been applied to actual possession 
for a freehold estate under an equitable title, by courts of equity 
before the Judicature Acts: see Casborne v. Scarfe (1737, 1 Atk. 
603, Wh. & T. L. ©.), Parker v. Carter (1844, 4 Ha., at p. 413), 
In each of these two latter cases the husband was held to be 
sufficiently ‘‘seised” of his wife’s equitable freehold to entitle 
him to the estate of tenant by the curtesy; in Cashorne v. Scarfe 
the legal estate was in a mortgagee, whilst in Parker v. Carter it 
was in trustees of a settlement. The question has now been 
raised whether the owner of the equitable fee simple, ies bon 
1905 and leaving the legal fee in a mortgagee who had not taken 
possession but was unredeemed, can be said to have been 
“‘geised ” of the land at the time of his death. This question 
has been decided in the affirmative by Mr. Justice Kexewron in 
Copestake v. Hoper ( Times, 9th inst.). 

The land in this case was an ancient freehold tenement of a 
manor, and one of the customary incidents of the tenure was 
that a heriot was due to the lord on the death of the tenant 
“solely seised.” In 1887 Rrcnarp Hoprsgr, the owner in fee, had 
executed a legal mortgage of the land, and this mortgage was 
still in existence when Horgr died in 1905. Hopzr was in 
possession at the date of his death, and the mortgagee had not 
taken possession. On Horsr’s death the lord of the manor, 
the plaintiff, seized a horse as the heriot due to him, and the 
claim was resisted by Horzr’s executors, the defendants, on the 
ground that their testator was not “solely seised” of the land 
at the time of his death ; their contention was that the ‘‘ seisin ” 
was in the mortgagee. Kuxewion, J., held that the seisin was 
not in the mortgagee, but had been in the mortgagor at his 
death. The steps in the reasoning which led to this conclusion 
were as follows: Seisin is possession of land for a freehold 
estate (Poll. & Mait. Hist. Eng. Law); a mortgagor in 
sion has a freehold estate, and is rightfully entitled to the 

ossession, notwithstanding that he may have conveyed his 
egal estate in the land to a mortgageo (Casborne v. Scarfe, 
suprd; Heath v. Pugh, 1878, 6 Q. B. D. 845); the 
mortgagee out of possession, and with merely the legal 
estate, is not seised or of the land, but 
has only a right of entry in certain events (Leach v. Jay, 1878, 
9 Ch. D. 42); the mortgagor only, and not the mortgagee, 
having possession and the right to present possession, the 
mortgagor must be taken to be the person “‘seised” of the 
land. The references to the authorities cited were, in the judg- 
ment as reported, extremely brief, and the grounds of the 
decision will be more intelligible if these authorities are now 
quoted somewhat more fully. 

As to “seisin” being the technical term for possession of land 
for a freehold estate, something has already been said. Two 
passages from Pollock & Maitland’s History of English Law 
may be quoted: ‘‘ Seisin is possession it is connected 
with ‘to sit,’ and ‘to set’—the man who is seised is the man 
who is sitting on land; when he was put in seisin he was set 
there, and made to sit there. Thus seisin seems to have the 
game root as the German Besits and the Latin possessio,. . . 
In course of time seisin became a highly technical word . . .”: 
Hist. Eng. Law (2nd ed.), ii, 29. ‘From the thirteenth 
century onwards English law has on its hands the difficult task 
of maintaining side by side two different possessions or seisins, or 
(to adopt the convenient distinction which is slowly established 
during the fourteenth and later centuries) a seisin and a posses- 
sion”: Jb, 110. 

With respect to the rights of a mortgagor, and the true nature 
of his equity of redemption, it is to be noted that although 
Casborne v. Scarfe was decided as early as 1737, yet this was 
four years later than the Mortgage Act, 1733 (7 Geo. 2, c. 20), 
by which courts of common law were enabled to take cognizance 
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of a mortgagor’s equity of redemption. This enactment did 
much to prepare the way, so far as the law of mortgage was 
concerned, for the further changes made by the Judicature Acts 
in 1875, when it could be said, with respect to equitable rights 
other than those of a mortgagor, that ‘the court is not now a 
court of law or a court of equity; it is a court of complete 
juriediction”: Pugh v. Heath (1882, 7 A. C., at p. 237). This 
judgment of the House of Lords in Pugh v. Heath adopted the 
judgment delivered by Lord Szxnorve in the Court of Appeal 
in Heath v. Pugh (6 Q. B. D., at p. 359), which is expressly 
referred to and partially quoted by Kexewion, J., in the present 
case. Lord Sze.borne points out that under the Judicature Acts 
a mortgagor entitled to possession is also entitled to sue for 
ossession and for recovery of rents in his own name, and the 
Teieanee Act, 1733, is also referred to; but the greatest 
reliance is placed upon Casborne v. Scarfe, and the following 
from Lord Harpwioxe’s judgment is quoted (6 Q. B. D., 
at p. 360): “An equity of redemption has always been 
considered as an estate in the land, for it may be 
devised, granted, or entailed with remainders . . . and 
therefore cannot be considered as a mere right only, but 
such an estate whereof there may be a seisin. The person, 
therefore, entitled to the equity of redemption is considered as 
the owner of the land, and a mortgage in fee is considered 
as personal assets. The interest in the land must be 
somewhere, and cannot be in abeyance, but it is not in the 
— and therefore must remain in the mortgagor.” 
Lord Szuporne also quoted (p. 361) from Blake v. Foster: 
“There can be no two things more distinct or opposite than 
possession as mortgagee and possession as owner of the 
estate.” 

With respect to the mortgagee having merely a right of 
entry, as to which Leach v. Jay and Williams on Seisin are 
cited, the facts in Leach v. Jay were these: A testatrix had 
a good paper title to the legal fee simple in certain land, 
but another person had before her death taken wrongful 
possession of the land. This land the testatrix had pur- 
ported to devise by her will as ‘‘all real estate (if any) of 
which I may die seised.” It was held that, in the absence of 
any context to explain the technical word “‘seised,’”’ it must be 
given its technical meaning, and, the testatrix being out of 
— the land did not pass by the will. The passage from 

illiams on Seisin there quoted runs: “If a person wrong- 
fully gets possession of the land of another he becomes 
wrongfully entitled to an estate in fee simple, and to no 
less estate in that land. The rightful owner in the 
meantime has but a right of entry, a right in many respects 
equivalent to svisin; but he is not actually seised, for if one 
person is seised another person cannot be so.”’ This is applied 
to the case of mortgagor in possession a fortiori, for, as quoted 
by Kexewicn, J., from Heath v. Pugh, ‘it was of the nature of 
the transaction that the mortgagor should continue in possession. 
His possession was rightful, and not by wrong.” 

Apparently, the only ground on which the decision in Copestake 
v. Hoper vee be attacked would be that the meaning to be given 
to ‘‘ seised ’’’ must be the meaning which the word had before 
the growth of Chancery jurisdiction in the seventeenth 
century had resulted in the equitable estate coming to be con- 
sidered an actual estate in the land, in which case the possession 
of the mortgagor might be held to be the seisin of the mortgagee. 
Even if that view were to prevail, the case would still constitute a 
distinct advance in the direction of reducing the interest of alegal 
mortgagee to the level of incumbrance instead of guasi-ownership. 
Moreover, the proposition ‘“‘ Seisin is possession” will have 
received a much needed illustration. 








Plans are now being made for the erection of an up-to-date 
restaurant in one of the most ancient of London’s Inns. A short 
time ago a firm of contractors approached Mr. Willett—who purchased 
Clifford’s-inn four years ago for £100,000—with the object of securing 
part of the building that leads from Clifford’s-inn-square to the 
small row of houses which meets the eye on emerging from the 
passage which connects the Inn with Fleet-street. Negotiations have 
proved satisfactory, and it is expected that before the summer the 
unusual sight of a public restaurant in an old Inn of Chancery will 
be seen in London, 





Reviews. 


The Annual County Court Practice. 


Tue ANNUAL County CourT Practicg, 1907. Edited by WILLIAM 
Cron Smyty, K.C., LL.B. Cantab., Judge of County Courts, and 
WILLIAM JAMES Brooxs, M.A., Oxon., Barrister-at-Law. Vou. I.: 
CoNTAINING THE JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE UNDER THE COUNTY 
Courts ACTs, THE BiLtts oF EXCHANGE ACT, THE EMPLOYERS’ 
LIABILITY ACT, AND THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACTS, AND 
THE STATUTES, RULES OF Praortice, Forms, AND TABLES OF 
Frzgs AND Costs. Vou. II.: CONTAINING THE JURISDICTION AND 
PRACTICE UNDER ACTS OTHER THAN THOSE ACTS, TOGETHER WITH 
THE STATUTES, RULES OF PRAOTICE, Forms, AND FEES. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The first of these two volumes contains the most important part of 
the practice and jurisdiction of the county courts—their general 
jurisdiction under the County Court Acts and their jurisdiction under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Acts. The most important change 
for the present year is the approaching substitution of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1906, for the present statutes, and a chapter 
has been introduced (p. 632) giving a summary of the provisions con- 
tained in the new Act and the schedulestoit. But since the Act does 
not commence till July, and its full effect will hardly be felt in the 
course of this year, the notes and decisions on the present statutes 
have been retained. Some minor changes have been made in the past 
year in the rules, and these have been duly noted ; such, for instance, 
as the introduction under ord. 23, r. 2a, of new forms of judgment 
against married women ; and the editors print, by permission of Mr. 
Druitt, the registrar of the Bournemouth County Court, an arrange- 
ment in tabular form of lower scale costs, which that gentleman has 
prepared. In general the contents and arrangement of the first volume 
remain the same. The text presents an orderly exposition of the juris- 
diction and practice, and the statutes, rules, and forms are given in the 
appendices, their use being assisted by cross-references. The second 
volume contains numerous subsidiary statutes by which jurisdiction 
concurrent with that of the High Court, either limited or not, or 
exclusive jurisdiction, is conferred upon the county courts. Notable 
among statutes of the latter class are the Agricultural Holdings Acts, 
1883 and 1900. And a chapter is devoted to Admiralty Jurisdiction. 
The annual issue of this well-known work ensures that the 
practitioner shall have reliable and up-to-date information. 





The Yearly County Court Practice. 


THe YEARLY County Court Pracricgz, 1907: FounDED oN 
ARCHBOLD’s County Court PRACTICE AND Pitr-LEwIs's County 
CoustT Practice. By the late G. Pirt-LeEwis, K.C., and Sir 
C, ARNOLD WHITE, Chief Justice of Madras. 1907 Epirion. By 
His Honour Judge WoopFratu, a Member of the Rule Committee, 
and E. H. Tinpat ATKrnsovn, B A., Barrister-at-Law ; assisted by 
WILLOUGHBY JARDINE, B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. THE 
CHAPTER ON CosTS AND PRECEDENTS OF CosTs by MorTEN 
TURNER, Esq., Registrar of the Watford County Court. In Two 
Vouis. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


The present edition of the Yearly County Court Practice incor- 
porates for the most part the statutory changes relative to matters 
within the county court jurisdiction which were made in the last 
session of Parliament. Thus in Vol. II., which contains miscel- 
laneous statutes affecting the county courts, the Alkali Works 
Regulation Act, 1906, and the Open Spaces Act, 1906, have been intro- 
duced. But although the publication of this edition has been delayed 
for a short time in order to include the full text of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1906, with notes, it has been impossible to cope 
with all the output of the autumn session, and the amendments 
introduced by the Merchant Shipping Act, 1906, have had to be 
reserved for the next edition. e general contents of the work 
preserve the same arrangement as before, and the practitioner will 
find first the text of the County Courts Act, 1888, with full annotations, 
and then the rules. Reference may be made in particular to the 
detailed note to section 56, explaining the ordinary jurisdiction of 
the county court. The section dealing with jurisdiction under the 
Employers’ Liability and Workmen’s Compensation Acts gives the 
statutes of 1897 and 1900, with the rules and decisions thereunder, 
and also incorporates, as has just been mentioned, the new Act. 
Book III. explains with much care the Acmiralty jurisdiction of the 
county court, in particular the various claims—salvage, wages, 
damage by collision, &c.—to which the jurisdiction extends, and 
Book IV. contains full information as to costs, with precedents of 
costs, and tables of fees. The second volume is devoted to miscell- 
aneous statutes conferring jurisdiction upon county courts, The 
work is replete with information necessary for officials of the county 
courts and for practitioners. 
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Books of the Week. 


The Local Government Act, 1894, and the Subsequent Statutes 
Affecting Parish Councils, and an Appendix of the Election and other 
Orders and Official Documents issued ea Local Government 
Board, with Notes and Index. Fourth Edition. By ALEXANDER 
Macmorran, M.A., K.C., and T. R. Corqgunoun Diu, B.A, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


Re STATE BANKING CORPORATION (LIM.). No. 2. 28th Jan. 


Practice — County or Lancaster —CompanyWinpine Ur— Persons 
Resrpine Oursipe Counry—Serrvice—Covurt or CHancery or LANCASTER 
Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vicr. c. 82), s. 8. 


Under section 8 of the Court of Chancery of Lancaster Act, 1854, the Court of 
Appeal has jurisdiction to give leave to serve notices of orders and other proceedings 
in the winding up of a company, which is being wound up by the Court of 
Chancery of the County Palatine of Lancaster, on persons residing in England 
outside the County of Lancaster. 

This was an application by motion on behalf of the liquidator of the 
above corporation, which is being wound up by the Court of Chancery of 
the County Palatine of Lancaster, for leave to serve a summons for a 
balance order to enforce a call on certain contributories residing in various 
parts of England outside the County of Lancaster. By section 8 of the 
Court of Chancery of Lancaster Act, 1854: ‘In all cases in which 
any person who may be a necessary or proper party to any 
suit or other matter in the court of Chancery of the said county 
palatine shall not be subject to the jurisdiction of the said court 
it shall be lawful for the Court of Appeal, on the application of the 
plaintiff in such suit . . . or of the party proceeding in such other 
matter if that court shall think fit, and according as it shall appear to that 
court best calculated to answer the ends of justice, either to order and 
direct that the said suit or other matter be transferred to the High Court 
of Chancery, or otherwise to order and direct that such service as may be 
proper be effected upon such person out of the jurisdiction of the said 
court of the said County Palatine . . .” It was pointed out that this 
section applies not only to actions commenced by writ of summons but 
that it enables the Court of Appeal to direct service in all cases in which 
any person who might be a necessary or proper party to any suit “or 
other matter”’ in the Palatine Court should not be subject to the juris- 
diction of that court, and that there was therefore statutory jurisdiction 
to direct service in England out of the jurisdiction of the Palatine Court 
of summonses as well as of writs, and that, therefore, in this particular 
case Re Anglo-African Steamship Co. (32 Ch. D, 348) did not apply. 

Tue Court (Vavenan WiiiiaMs, Farwett, and Buckxtey, L.JJ.) gave 
the leave asked for.—Covunsen, Austen Cartmell. Soxicrrors, Pritchard, 
Englefield, $ Co., for Arthur S. Mather § Son, Liverpool. 

[Reported by J. I. Stiatina, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BURR v. THEATRE ROYAL DRURY LANE (LIM.). No.1. 7th Feb. 


Master anp Servant—Common Empioyment—Actress—ConTract oF 
Encacement —Excrrtion or Emp.oyers’ Lianitiry Act, 1880, 


The plaintiff was, by an agreement in writing, engaged by the defendants, who 
were the proprietors of a theatre, to take part’in the chorus of @ pantomime at a 
weekly salary... The agreement contained a clause exempting the defendants from 
liability under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880. The plaintiff while per- 
Sorming was injured by something falling upon her head, and st was alleged on her 
behalf that the injury was caused by the negligence either of a scene-shifter or of 
@ person who was described as a manager. 

Held, that the doctrine of common employment applied ; that the exception of 
liability under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, did not prevent that doctrine 
Srom applying ; and that therefore the defendants were not liable. 


Application by the plaintiff for a new trial in an action to recover damages 
for personal injuries. The plaintiff was an actress and the defendants 
were the proprietors of Drury Lane Theatre. By an agreement in writing 
the defendants (called ‘‘ the company ”’) pol | the plaintiff (called ‘‘ the 
artiste ’’) to take part in the chorus at Drury Lane pantomime at a weekly 
salary of £1 for six evening performances and one morning performance, 
with extra salary for additional morning performances. By the agree- 
ment the artiste was to rehearse and perform to the best of her skill 
and ability at the theatre, or at any other theatre or place of amusement, 
as often as she should be warned to do so by the company, the latter 
paying her third-class railway fares to and fro when she might be 
required to perform away from the theatre, and she was to travel by such 
train or other conveyance as the management might appoint. By clause 8 
the artiste was not to have any right of compensation or any remedy under 
the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880. The evidence given in support of the 
plaintiff's case was that while she was performing in the pantomime she 
wore on her head a helmet which had a ball on the top with a spike 
underneath the ball. At the close of the mages while she 
was leaving the stage, something fell upon her helmet and drove 








the spike into her head and seriously injured her, and at the 
same time there was a crash of glass. At the time of the accident 


as to what we the plaintiff's head, but it was s ted that the 
scene-shifters one let a piece of the scenery i head, 
and there was also e & person 


one of the plaintiff's witnesses 
who was described as the ts’ said that the accident 
happened by the fall of a piece of old scenery which had been left by 
mistake in the dock for some years, and not by a fall of glass. At the 
conclusion of the tiff’s case, Grantham, J., who tried the action 
with a jury, held the evidence shewed that the accident pened 
through the negligence, if any, of a fellow servant of the a and 
that therefore the doctrine of common employment applied and the 
defendants were not liable. 

Tue Court (Cottms, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy and Fiercaer Movtron, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the epplic mn. 

Couuins, M.R., said in his opinion the doctrine of common employ- 
ment applied. The plaintiff had not given any evidence of negiomnse 
causing the injury on the part of “7 ye who was not wi the 
description of a fellow servant. The only piece of evidence was a state- 
ment said to have been made by a person whose precise position was 
not stated, but who was described as the defendants’ manager. That 
was not evidence of negligence on the part of the defendants or of 
any person in respect of whose negligence the plaintiff would have a 
cause of action. The terms ‘‘ master and servant’’ and ‘‘ common 
employment”’ were in this connection not limited to servants in the 
ordinary sense. The same principle applied to a guest who came to 
another person’s house, and took the risk of the negligence of a servant 
ao — The basis of the — of omnes marae was 
that the employment was accepted upon the terms that the employed under- 
took the ritk of injury owing to the negligence of another employé. It 
was not necessary that the two persons should be fellow labourers. With 
regard to the clause exempting the defendants from liability under the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, it was said that the implication of an 
exemption from liability for the negligence of a fellow servant could not 
exist where there was in the agreement an express exemption of liability. 
The implication, however, arose from the relation of employer and 
employed, and it was a fundamental rule of law that when once the 
relation of employer and rn was established, the doctrine of 
common employment came into existence unless it was expressly excluded. 
The clause in question did not exclude it. The appeal therefore failed. 

Cozens-Haxrpy, L,J., concurred. By clause 8 the artiste, if she fell 
within the class of persons coming under the Employers’ Liability Act, 
1880, contracted herself out of the benefits of that Act, and that left the 
defence of common employment in full operation. That clause could not 
apply in favour of a person who admittedly did not come within the Act 
at all. 


Fiercner Mouton, L.J., concurred. The object of clause 8 was to do 
away with the exceptions to the doctrine of common employment con- 
tained in the Em a Liability Act, 1880, and to leave that doctrine as 
at common law.—Counset, W. E. Hume Williams, K.C., J. R. Atkin, 
K.C., and LZ. L. Yeatman; Clavell Salter, K.C., and ‘A. P. Longstaffe. 
Sortcrrons, Charles Russell ¢ Co. ; Grifith ¢ Gardiner. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


REX v. GARRETT AND MAYOR, &c., OF WANDSWORTH, 
No. 1. 8th Feb. 


Merropotis — Roap — Repark — Arportiontna Expenses — Mopr or 
Recovery — ‘Court or Compsrenr Jvrispicrion ’’ — Merrropouis 
Manacement Amenpment Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 66), 8, 3. 
Repairs to a carriage road, which is not a ‘‘ new street’? and is not irable 
by the inhabitants at large, executed by the local authority under section 3 of the 
Metropolis Management Amendment Act, 1890, may be recovered from the owners 
of the houses and land bounding or abutting on the road either by an action at law 
or in @ summary manner before a police magistrate. 

Rule nisi for a prohibition granted by the Court of Appeal, the 
Divisional Court having refused a rule. he case came on upon cause 
being shewn against the rule. The Wandsworth Borough Council 
repaired a road within their district under the powers conferred 
upon them by section 3 of the Metropolis Management Amendment Act, 
1890, the road not being a highway ble by the inhabitants at 
— not being a ate Toate — 105  ' pnt o. 

anagement Act, , and a the expenses thereof upon the 
owners of the houses and tand bounding or abutting on the road. 
The sum of £239 7s. was apportioned upon one Ballard, who was the 
owner of certain premises bounding or abutting on the road, and he dis- 
puted his liability to pay upon the ground that the works executed on the 
road were not ‘“ oo | works of repair’’ within section 3, and there- 
upon the borough council took proceedings before Mr. , one of 
the metropolitan police magistrates, to recover the amount. 
obtained a rule nisi for a writ of prohibition to prohibit the magistrate 
and the borough council from further with the claim upon the 
ground that the magistrate had no jurisdiction to entertain it. By 
section 3 of the Metro; Management Amendment Act, 1890, ‘any 
vestry or district may from time to time execute any 
works of repair upon any or any part of ~~ road within 

h or district which shall have been used for not less than six months 
or public traffic, and which may not at the time of such re have 
become repairable by them,’’ and shall not by such repair their 
power to apportion and recover the expenses of paving the road as a 
new street under the Management Acts. ‘‘ The 
of and incident to such repair may in the first instance be paid by the 
vestry or district board + «+ and shall 


: 





the scene-ghifters were shifting the scenery. There was no direct evidence , 


. as 
be apportioned upon and recovered from the owners of the houses and 
land bounding or abutting’ on such road or i 
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manner as if such expenses were expenses of paving such road or part 
thereof as a new street under the provisions of the Metropolis Management 
Acts relative thereto, and the amount of the expenses so apportioned may 
be recovered by the vestry or district board in a court of competent juris- 
diction.”” It was contended on behalf of the applicant for the writ that 
the amount of the apportioned expenses was a debt due from the applicant 
to the borough council, aud that when the section said that it might be 
recovered in ‘‘a court of competent jurisdiction,’’ it meant a court com- 
petent to entertain a claim for a debt—namely, the High Court or the 
county court, and not a magistrate; and that the earlier part of the 
section merely dealt with the stages before proceedings for the recovery 
of the expenses — namely, their apportionment and the persons from whom 
“2 were recoverable. 

ne Court (Cotirns, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy and Fietcner Movtton, 
L.JJ.) discharged the rule. 

Cottins, M.R., said that by section 3 of the Metropolis Management 
Act, 1890, the expenses of repairing the road might be apportioned upon 
and recovered from the owners of the houses and land bounding or 
abutting on the road in the same manner as if they were expenses of 
paving a new street under the Metropolis Management Acts. The section 
then went on to say that the amount of the expenses so apportioned might 
be recovered in ‘* a court of competent jurisdiction.’? In his opinion 
those last words were general words inserted in view of the fact that in 
the earlier part the section had provided for the manner of the recovery 
of the expenses, and were intended to include every court which could 
entertain a claim for the recovery of the expenses of paving a new street. 
By virtue of sections 105 and 225 of the Metropolis Management Act, 
1855, and section 77 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, paving 
expenses could be recovered either by an action at law or in a summary 
manner before justices. Section 9 of the Act of 1890, coupled with 
section 227 of the Act of 1855 and section 104 of the Act of 1862, con- 
firmed that view. The magistrate, therefore, had jurisdiction to entertain 
the claim. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., agreed. 

Fiercner Movtron, L.J., agreed. A ‘‘court of competent jurisdiction ” 
in section 3 of the Act of 1890 meant a court competent to enforce pay- 
ment of paving expenses, and that being so, it was competent to enforce 
payment of these repair expenser. — Counset, Danckwerts, K.C., and 
H. Drysdale Woodcock ; Horace Avory, K.C.,and Edward Morten. So.icrrous, 
Bramall § White; W. W. Young, Son, & Ward. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re NATIONAL BANK OF WALES (LIM.). MASSY AND GIFFIN'S 
CASE. Parker, J. 5th Feb. 


Company—ConTRIBUTORY—TRANSFER OF SHARES—PuRCHASE IN NAME OF 
InraNt—REGISTRATION OF INFANT Nominee AS SHAREHOLDER. 


M. §., during the voluntary winding up of the company, transferred twenty 
shares to L., an infant in the employ of M. § Co., the purchasers. The transfer 
was accepted by the liquidator, and L. placed on the list of contributories. When 
it became known that L. was an infant it was sought to put M. & Co. on the list 
of contributories. 

Held, that as M. & Co. were not in any contractual relation with the company 
they were not liable to be placed on the list of contributories. 


This was a summons by the liquidator in the voluntary winding up of 
the National Bank of Wales Limited) to rectify the register by placing the 
names of H. J. Giffin and Charles Massy on the list of contributories in 
respect of twenty shares. The resolution for the voluntary winding up of the 
company was confirmed on the 12th of June, 1893. At the date of the 
commencement of the winding up, Morton Sparkes was registered as the 
holder of the shares in question, and by transfer dated the 26th of April, 
1894, he transferred the shares to John Littlejohns, then aninfant. The 
transfer was accepted by the liquidator, who was unaware of the minority 
of Littlejohns, and Littlejohns was placed upon the register of share- 
holders. Subsequently on the 30th of May, 1894, Littlejohns transferred 
to J. L. Davies, who was also an infant, the twenty shares. This 
transfer was again accepted by the liquidator. When it was sought 
to ger Davies on the list of contributories he claimed to be a minor, 
and Littlejohns’ name was consequently retained upon the register 
as a transferor to a minor. In 1905 the liquidator ascertained that 
at the time of the transfer of the twenty shares to Littlejohns he 
was also a or, and was a clerk in the employment of Massy & Oo., 
a firm of stockbrokers then consisting of the respondents Giffin 
and Massy, Littlejohns being merely their nominee. The liquidator then 
applied to Giffin an¢ Massy for payment of certain calls due to the com- 
- Littlejohns and Davies were added as parties by order of Buckley, 

., in July last. It was contended on behalf of the liquidator that the use 
of the infant’s name as transferee was for the purpose of escaping liability, 
and the brokers, being the actual purchasers, were liable for the calls: 
Pugh § Sharman’s case (13 Eq. 566), Richardson’s case (19 Eq. 588). The 
respondents set up the defence that the liquidator had lost any right by 
reason of his laches and delay. They relied also on Re Great Wheal Busy 
Mining Co., King’s case (6 Ch. App. 196). 

Panxee, J., in giving judgment, after shortly stating the facts, said that, 
the liquidator baving assented to the transfer of the > enc to Littlejohns, 


as he was enabled to do by statute, Littlejohns was primd facie liable. 
The laches and delay of the liquidator had, however, deprived the 
company of any equity against Littlejohns. The case, however, 
did not stop here, for Littlejohns himself was an infant at the 





time of these transactions. His lordship stated that the applica- 
tion was not against Morton Sparkes, who transferred the shares to 
Littlejohns, and even if it were the laches on the part of the company 
would have protected him. The cases cited for the applicants in support 
of their contention that Massy and Giffin were liable as the real purchasers ef 
the shares—namely, Pugh § Sharman’s case and Richardson's case—were 
distinguishable from the present case. In both these the decision turned 
on the contractual relations between the company and the person sought 
to be put on the register. In the present case Massy and Giffin were not in 
any contractual relation to the company which would create a privity 
between them and render them liable to be put on the list of contributories, 
His lordship was of opinion that the case was governed by King’s case, and 
therefore the application must be dismissed with costs.—CounsEL, Romer, 
K.C., and Beebee ; J. G. Wood; R. Rowlands ; Henry Johnston: Soxicrrors, 
Smith, Rundell, § Dods, for Vachell § Co , Cardiff; Williamson, Hill, ¢ Co., 
for Ingledew § Sons, Cardiff ; Wrentmore § Son, for H. J. Fisher, Oardiff. 
[Reported by Lzoxanp T. Fon, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


Re WILSON (DECEASED). WILSON v. BATCHELOR. Parker, J. 
7th Feb. 


Witt—Tenant ror Lire—Next-or-KIN—TIME OF ASCERTAINING CLAss. 


A testator bequeathed property to his nephew for life and in certain events 
(which happened) ‘‘ for such person or persons as on the death of my nephew will 
be entitled to as my next-of-kin under the statute for the distribution of intestates’ 
es/ates.”’ 

Held, that the class of next-of-kin was to be ascertained at the death of the 
testator. 


This was a summons by the next-of-kin of William Wilson, deceased, 
for the determination of the period at which the next-of-kin of the said 
William Wilson ought, upon the true construction of his will, to be ascer- 
tained. William Wilson, by his will dated the 24th day of February, 1882, 
bequeathed his residuary estate to trustees upon trust to pay the income 
to his nephew Samuel Eyres Wilson during his life, and after his death 
in trust in equal shares for all or any of the children of his said nephew 
living at the time of his (the nephew's) decease who being sons or a son 
should attain the age of twenty-one years, or being daughters or a 
daughter should attain that age or marry. ‘The will contained the follow- 
ing clause: ‘‘ And I declare that if no child or other issue of my said 
nephew lives to attain a vested interest under the trusts hereinbefore 
contained, then, subject to the trusts hereinbefore declared or referred to in 
favour of my said nephew and his issue, I direct that the trust fund and 
income thereof and all statutory accumulations of income (if any), or 
so much thereof respectively as shall not have been applied under 
any of the powers hereinbefore contained or referred to, shall be in 
trust for such person or persons as on the death of my said nephew will 
be entitled to as my next-of-kin under the statute for the distribution 
of intestates’ estates.” The nephew S. E. Wilson died on the 23rd 
of July, 1906, without leaving issue him surviving, having appointed the 
defendants the executors of his will. The defendant Batchelor was also 
the trustee of the will of W. Wilson. At the date of the death of W. 
Wilson the nephew S. E. Wilson was the sole next-of-kin, while at the 
date of the death of the nephew the plaintiffs were the only next-of-kin. 
The question arose as to when was the period for determining the next- 
of-kin. 

Parker, J., in giving judgment, said that in the present case, since 
8. E. Wilson might have died leaving a child who might afterwards die 
under twenty-one, the time for ascertaining the class who take need not 
be the actual time when the estate was to be distributed. It was songht 
to distinguish this ca-e by reason of this peculiarity. On looking into the 
cases, however, his lordship was of opinion that he was bound by the 
decisions to decide against that contention. His lordship then referred to 
Wharton v. Barker (4 K. & J. 483), Bullock v. Downes (9 H. L. OC. 1), 
Mortimer v. Slater (7 Ch. D. 322, 4A. C. 448), and said that, having regard 
to these cases, the plaintiffs could not come forward and say that they were 
entitled under the Statute of Distributions to the property in question, 
but the next-of-kin were to be ascertained at the death of the testator.— 
Counset, Buckmaster, K.C., and KE. A. Jennings; Romer, K.O., and 
Christopher James; Cozens-Hardy. ‘Souicrtors, Peacock ¢ Goddard, for 
Younge, Wilson, § Co., Sheffield; J. W. Alton Batchelor. 

[Reported by Lzonarp T. Forp, Barrister-at-Law.]) 





. a > 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
CATIGI v. M’GREGOR. Channell, J. 19th Jan. 
Gaminc—Principat ann AcEnNT—Betrinc TRANsACTION—BOOKMAKER OR 

Turr Commission Acrnt—Account Renpgeep—Evipence or Money 

Recervep —Ricut or Princirat to Recover. 

The plaintiff sued under order 14 to recover a sum of money shewn due to him 
from the defendant for certain bets which he had instructed the defendant to make 
for him. The defendant, who carried on business as a turf commission agent, 
pleaded the Gaming Acts, and on his affidavit obtained leave to defend the claim. 
At the trial the defendant did not appear. 

Held, that the plaintiff was entitled to judgment, as the rendering of a com- 
mission account was prima facie evidence that the money had been received by the 
defendant on behalf of the plaintiff. 

Action under order 14. The plaintiff's case was that in August last 
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he instructed the defendant to back a horse running in the Ebor Handi- 
cap at whatever price he could obtain, and the sum of £25 was handed 
to him for that pu The defendant put £12 10s. at two to one 
on the horse, and £12 10s. at evens. The horse won, with the conse- 
quence that £62 10s. was due to the plaintiff. The defendant rendered 
an account, deducting £1 17s. 6d. for commission and £15 which he 
said he paid to a Mr. Curzon, also connected with the turf, on the 
plaintiff's behalf. The defendant did not pay, and to the action filed 
an affidavit in which he said the action was not maintainable by 
reason of the Gaming Acts. Counsel for the plaintiff submitted that, 
the defendant being a commission agent, and not a bookmaker, the 
money was recoverable, and referred to De Mattos v. Benjamin (63 
L. J. Q. B. 248). He called formal evidence to shew that the defend- 
ant sent the plaintiff the account—which was put lg oy Be 
balance due to him for £45 12s. 6d., together with a cheque for t 
amount. Payment of the cheque was stopped upon the plaintiff com. 
plaining that the odds ought to have been three to one instead of 
those stated. [CHANNELL, J.—There is no evidence here that the 
defendant ever received the money from a third party. He might have 
acted as principal, and made the bets himself.) e mere fact that 
commission was deducted by the defendant, as evidenced by the 
account rendered, was primd facie evidence that the defendant acted 
as agent for an undisclosed principal. As agent he was only bound to 
account for money actually received, and the rendering by him of an 
account was conclusive evidence that he had received the money. It 
was for the defendant to rebut this evidence, and he not 
attempted to do so, nor was he in court to be called. [CHaNNELL, J.— 
But the defendant sets up the Gaming Acts.] It was not enough to 
state in an affidavit for leave to defend that the Gaming Acts would be 
relied on. That is not pleading a statutory defence. [CHANNELL, J.— 
That would be sufficient to raise the defence, but in all cases of this 
sort it must be clearly proved that the case is one within the statute.] 
No one appeared for the defendant. 

CHANNELL, J., expressed a doubt as to whether the defendant was 
not a bookmaker instead of a turf commission agent, but there was 
no direct evidence on that point. On the other hand, the fact that the 
defendant had rendered an account was primd facie evidence on which 
he could hold that this was a commission account. He accordingly 
entered judgment for the plaintiff for £45 12s. 6d. and costs.— 
Counsti, Storry Deane. Soxictrors, Hargreaves & Jobling. 

[Reported by Exsxixe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 13th inst., Mr. 
Richard 8. Taylor in the chair; the other directors present being Sir 
George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), A. Daven . 
W. Dowson, ©. Goddard, L. T. Helder (Whitehaven), L. W. North 
Hickley, C. G. May, H. A. Peake (Sleaford), John Shelly (Plymouth), 
W. W. A. Tree (Worcester), Maurice A. Tweedie, R. W. Tweedie, and 
J. T. Scott (secretary). .A sum of £720 was distributed in ts of relief, 
nine new members were admitted to the association, and other general 
business transacted. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Srpwey Francis Sr. Jermain Sreapman, solicitor, of the firm of 
Steadman, Van Praagh, & Gaylor, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
the Supreme Court of the Transvaal, the High Court of the North-West 
Provinces, Allahabad, India, and the Supreme Court of New Zealand. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


WituaM Wetcaman, Groner Carrick, and Nicnotas Gopparp Jackson, 
solicitors (Welchman, Carrick, & Jackson), Wisbech, Cambridge. far 
as concerns the said George Oarrick, Oct. 11, 1904; so far as concerns the 
said Nicholas Goddard Jackson, Dec. 31, 1906. [ Gazette, Feb. 8. 

Wits La Costs Bowpen and Frepeaicx Wit114M Livesey, solicitors 
(W. L. OC. Bowden & Livesey), 38, Deansgate, Manchester. Oct. 31, 1906. 
The said William La Coste Bowden will continue to practise on his own 
account at 38, Deansgate aforesaid ; the said Frederiok William Livesey 
will continue to practise on his own account at 38, Deansgate aforesaid. 

Jesse Hixp and Atrrep Rosrson, solicitors (Hind & Robinson), 
8, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, London. Jan. 31. 

(Gazette, Feb. 12. 


General. 
A discovery of ancient gold bracelets has been made in some sand 


by the Crayford Land, Brick, and Sand Co., having some idea of 
their value, at once took them to the police-station at Boxley, where 
they were taken possession of on behalf of the Crown as treasure trove. 
On previous occasions similar articles and also flint and stone weapons 
have been found. In May last eight bracelets were found near the 
same spot, and these are now in the British Museum. 


The course of legislation, says a writer in the Globe, would appear 
to run much more smoothly in the Colonies than in the Mother 
Country. While our Statute Book received only twenty-three addi- 
tions in 1905, New Zealand passed no fewer than sixty-four public 
Acts, and British Columbia fifty-eight. The Mother of Parliaments 
often follows where her more active daughters lead. The Common- 
wealth of Australia, for instance, passed a Secret Commissions Act 
twelve months before our own Seoltenents passed the Prevention of 
Corruption Act. Some of the Colonies passed Acts of special interest 
to lawyers which are not likely to be so quickly imitated at West- 
minster. Queensland admitted women to practise at the bar, British 
Columbia prohibited ‘‘the wearing or use of the customary official 
wig in any court,” and New Zealand empowered its judges to prohibit 
the reporting of trials. where the intereste of public morality require 
it. 


At the Southwark County Court, on the 7th inst., His Honour Judge 
Willis, n.C., heard a claim by the London and South-Western Railway 
Co. against Mr. C. Langton, of Longbeach-road, Lavender-hill, 
S.W., for 1s. 2d. railway fares. The case for the plaintiffs was that 
on the 27th of November the defendant travelled in a first-class car- 
riage from Waterloo to Wimbledon. He there tendered the return half 
of a first-class ticket from Waterloo to Clapham Junction, and was 
asked to pay 7d., the excess fare, but refused. He returned to Clapham 
Junction, and was there asked for another 7d., the fare from Wimble- 
don to Clapham Junction, but he refused to pay that. His Honour.—I do 
not think that if a man by mistake goes on to a station beyond his 
destination he should be charged, and still less for tlre return journey. 
Mr. Farrow (for the plaintiffs)—But we say he went on because he was 
under the influence of drink. His Honour.—Then he was quite in- 
capable of contracting. The defendant, in giving evidence, denied 
that he was the worse for drink. His Honour, in giving ary age 4 
said he had come to the conclusion that there was no contract by the 
defendant to pay for being carried from Clapham Junction to Wimble- 
don, and still less from Wimbledon to Clapham Junction. If it had 
been proved that the defendant intentionally went beyond his destination, 
he would have made him pay; but he was certain that the defendant 
never intended, under any circumstances, to go on to Wimbledon, whilst 
the return journey was made with a knowledge on the part of the 
plaintiffs’ servants that he did not intend to pay. He would not say 
that, if a man went beyond his journey through a blunder, there was 
any liability on the railway oumuaey to return him free of charge; 
but it was the practice to do eo. He gave judgment for the defendant, 
with costs. 


At Hertford, on the 9th inst., before Mr. Justice Bucknill, Albert 
Ebenezer Fox, 48, William Camfield, 50, and Thomas Carrick Braine, 
$3, pleaded ‘‘Guilty’”’ to night poaching on the 29th of November, 1906, 
on land in the occupation of Lord Strathcona at-Knebworth. Mr. Ful- 
ton, who prosecuted, said that Fox had been convicted forty-eight times 
for various offences, chiefly in connection with the game laws. 

a twin brother, named Ebenezer Albert Fox, and it was sometimes very 
difficult to distinguish between them. Mr. Justice Bucknill.—Especi- 
ally if there is an “‘alibi.’’” Mr. Fulton.—Both have the same sportin 

instincts. Mr. Justice Bucknill.—I observe there is no charge o' 
assault. Is it not possible to find scope for this man’s undoubted 
sporting talents as a trapper? There is an old saying that an old 
poacher makes a good keeper. Superintendent Reynolds.—If he could 

t a job in Wales, my lord, where there is plenty of hae game, 
but there are so many pheasants in Hertfordshire. Mr. Justice Buck- 
nill._-Now, Fox, you possess strong sporting instincts, and it is there- 
fore difficult for me to feel angry with you. I am told that you were 

of very respectable parents; your father was a Nonconformist 
reacher, you learnt the use of the gun when quite young, and have 
cose using it ever since to shoot other people’s pheasants and rabbits. 
Do try and turn over a new leaf, and be an honest man. Speaking to 
you as man to man, as a man who is extremely fond of every kind of 
sport, and devoted to it, I am extremely sorry to see another man 
with like instincts lose his character through them, and become a 
common vagabond and thief. I am not saying this to preach to you, 
or that my remarks may be reported. I could give you twelve months’ 
hard labour, but I shall only give you six in the hope that you will 
remember what I have said. Cambeld was sentenced to four and 
Braine to three months’ hard labour respectively. 


The annual social meeting of the Royal Courts of Justice and 

—— Society was held on Tuesday night in Middle Temple Hall. 
Lord Alverstone presided, in the absence of the Lord Chancellor, and 
among those present were the Bishop of London, Sir J. Gorell Barnes 
(President of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division), Sir 
Th the T , Canon ing, Sir John 
Macdonell, Sir Charles J. Tarring, Master Mellor (Senior Master and 
King’s Remembrancer), Master Chitty, Master Archibald, Judge Lumley 
Smith, Mr. Pollock, K.C., Mr. Corrie Grant, K.C., M.P., Mr. Muir 
Mackenzie, and Mr. R. E. Ross (hon. secretary), The chairman said 
that the Lord Chancellor had undoubtedly been out of health for some 





pits at Crayford, Keat. ese bracelets are nine in number and were 
found close together. The men who found them, and who are employed 








time, owing to hard work, and his doctor had peremptorily forbidden 
him to come to the meeting. It was gratifying to know, however, that 
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he was now ‘‘on the mend,’ and there was every reason to hope that 
before long he would be quite strongagain, In the course of the afternoon 
he had seen Lord Loreburn at the House of Lords, and his message to 
them was that he greatly regretted not being able to be present, that 
the cause of temperance had his fullest sympathy, and that he re- 
joiced to find there was a society like theirs receiving the support of 
so many of the leading members of the profession. 
London remarked that some of them might think because he was a 
teetotaler of twenty-four years’ standing that he was going to hold up 
to scorn the moderate drinker. That was not his way. He knew per- 
fectly well that teetotalers would not succeed in carrying any great 
reform in England unless they had the rest of the 40,000,000 o people 
with them. Therefore he hoped that the temperance legislation which 
had been promised in the King’s Speech would be fair all round, and, 
so far as he was concerned, with his humble vote in the House of 
Lords, he would see that it was so. He said that, whether in a smal] 
Midland village, in a cathedral city, in the East-end, or in the West- 
end of London, he had always found alcohol the great enemy of religious 
work. Sir Thomas Barlow also addressed the meeting. A programme 
of music was performed, and recitations were given by Canon Fleming. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 









Date Emercexcy Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
OTA. No. 2. KeKEwIcH. Joyce. 

Monday, Feb............. 18 Mr. Theed Me. King Mr. Farmer Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday ........ ove. 19 Goldschmidt Church Beal Carrington 
Wednesday  ............20 Leach King Farmer Pemberton 
Thursday ........ 21 Greswell Church Beal Carrington 
Friday ......... eco 28 Bloxam King Farmer Pemberton 
Saturda ereccsereereceee. 20 Borrer Church Beal Carrington 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Swinrew Eapy. Waraixeron. NEVILLE. PARKER. 

Monday, Feb............18 Mr. Borrer Mr. Greswell Mr. GoldschmidtMr. Beal 
ET ceisandaivuccsoacs 19 Bloxam Leach Theed Farmer 
Wednesday .. + 20 Borrer Greswell Goldschmidt Church 
Thursday .. oe Bloxam Leach Theed King 
Friday .... soll Borrer Greswell Goldschmidt Carrington 
Baturday .....6...-..00000023 Bloxam Leach Theed Pemberton 








Winding-up Notices. 


London Gazette —Frivay, Feb. sf 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep tx Caancery. 

Agnaipe Gas Co, Liurrep— Petn for winding up, presented Jan 26, directed to be heard at 
the Courthouse, the Town Hall, Kendal, on Feb 20, at 11. Priestwood, 15, Market st, 
Carnforth, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 19 

BirmixcHam axp Miptaxnp Money Society, Liuirep (formerly the Winson Green Per- 
manent Money Society) (1s Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before March 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Harry Hackett, 71, Temple row, Birmingham. Jeffery & Co, Birmingham, 
solors to liquidator 

Baitisy anp Faexcu Morons, Limitap—Petna for winding up, presented Feb 2, directed to 
be rd Feb 19. Baker, Pancras lane, Queen street, solor for petners. Notice of 
appearing must r. ach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 18 

Cuvrca Newsrarer Co, Limitep-Petn for winding up, presented Feb 6, dir to be 

Feb 19. Pettitt & Valentine, Chancery In, solors for petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 18 

Comapy Tugatae, Limirezp—Creditors are required, on or before March 12, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Rawlins, 
45, King William st. Fladgate & Co, solors for liquidator 

Coorzr, Coorrr, & Co (1901), Limrtep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 30, directed 
to be heard Feb 19. Barker & Son, Union ct, Old Broad st, solors for petner. Notice of 
5 Sr must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

e 


Dacowin Syxpicatz, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 23, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Grosvenor 
Walker, 19, St Swithin’s In, liquidator 
Doxe & Co, Limitzp —Petn for winding up, presented Jan 1, directed to be heard at the 
estern Law Courts, Guildhall, Piymouth, Feb 20, at 1030. Johnstone, Tavistock, 
solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 19 
Faeperick Betts, Linitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 1,to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Edward James 
Sole and Richard Kennedy, 38, Long In, Southwark, Edwin & Co, Trinity st, Southwark, 
solors for the liquidators 
Haxporo’ Hitts Cortizry Co, Loren (1x Votuntary Liquipatiox)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Mr John Butterfield, 2, Darley st, Bradford. Firth & Firth, 
Bradford, solors for liquidator 
Moror AND ELEctricat Ewnornrenine Co (Lzeps), Limtrep (1s Votuntary LiguipaTion) 
-—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and 
the ulars of their debts or claims, to Mr R, A. Smithson, Central Bank chmbrs, 
s. Clarke & Whittington, Leeds, solors for liquidator 
Motor Omyisus Constavctiox Co, Lmurep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 4, 
directed to be heard Feb 19. Maddocks & Colson, Walbrook, for Maddocks, Nuneaton, 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 18 
Pockxuxctow Stzamsarre Co, Lunten; Loserza Stramente Co, Limitep; Verpexa 
Sreamsuir Co, Lontev; Petunia Steamsnir Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on 
or before March 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their claims, 
to Jesse Lilly, 61, Church st, West Hartlepool. Turnbull & Tilly, West Hartlepool, 
solors to the liquidator 
Painnose Mops. Lavuwpry, Limitep (1s Liqguipatiow)—Creditors are required on or before 
March 5. to their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr. Frederick Ralph Jutsum, 38-39, Billiter sq bldgs. Petch & Co, Bedford row, 
solors te the liquidator 
Sin Cuantes Reep & Sons, Limirep (1x L’quipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or before 
22, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Arthur Tillie, Roseleigh, Henley on Thames, liquidator 
Sree., Muxpock & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 16, to send 
their names and addressees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Charles 
Woodrvffe Rogers, Milton chmbrs, Milton st, Nottinghsm, liquidator 


The Bishop of | 





' 
i 


Witttam Cannan, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 8, to send their 


names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts of claims, to Henry Frederick 
Hartman, City chmbrs, Bradford. Gaunt & Co, Bradford, solors for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Tuxsvay, Feb. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitep 1m CHanceRY. 


Contract axp Ixvestuent Co, Limrrep (1s Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before March 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Sir John Craggs, 52, Coleman st, liquidator : ¥ 

Coruna Correr Co, LimitEp (in Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are uired, on or 
before March 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to George Sneath, 3, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry Redfern & Hunt, Abchurch ln, 
solors for liquidator J z 

Dewssury Evectaic Manuractorixo Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Robert Southworth Dawson, 9, Charles st, Bradford. Wright & Co, Bradford, solors 
to liquidator ‘ c : 

Frank Ware & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send in their 
pames and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to William Alexander 
MeNeill, 6, Langda'e rd, Greenwich, liquidator _ 

Loxpon Autocar Co, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before March 21, to send 
their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Mr Robert 
Reid King, Spencer House, South pl, Heald & Goodwin, Basinghall st, solors to liqai- 

tor ; 

New York anv Baooxtyy Synpicate, Liwirgp (1x LiquiDaTion)— Creditors are required, 
=< — gis to — their —— and asmente, aoe the particulars of their 

ebts or claims, to Lacey Downes, 11, Ironmonger In, liquidator 

R Green, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 8, directed to be heard before 
the Court at Quay st, Manchester, Feb 22, at 10. Sims & Syms, Clarence st, Manchester, 
solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 21 

Sprepwett Moror anp Enoineerina Co, Limitep (in VOLUNTARY LiquipaTion)— 
Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the 
— of their debts or claims, to John J. Hilyer, 8, Albany rd, West Ealing, 

iquidator 7 

GrpsEY Eversuep, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 13, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederic Simpson 
Dunwell, Stapenhill rd, Burton upon Trent. Talbot & Co, solors for liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Ciam. 
London Gasette-—Fuipay, Feb. 8. 


Appisox, Rey Joun Cramer, Thame, Oxford March 4 Warner, Arundel st, Strand 

ASKEW, JouN, Blackpool, Stone Merchant March 25 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

ome fo ALGeRNon, Brynrhydd, Llowes, Radnor March 11 James & Son, 

erefoi 

Bioomrig.p, James, Ipswich March 4 Kersey, Ipswich 

Car.ix, Evita, Gosport, Southampton March 22 Paris & Co, Southampton 

Cui.ps, Ricuarp, Brockton, Stanton Long, Salop, Innkeeper March 18 Potts & Potts, 
Broseley, Shropsbire 

Co.uisson, Gzorae, Belvedere, Kent March 26 Stone, Woolwich F 

Cusirt, Jony Hancoust, Camden Hill rd, Upper Norwood March9 Martin, Queen st 

p’Aggas, Louisa Auausta, Boulogne sur Mer, France March 25 Fooks & Co, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Davies, Joun Henry, Lianelly Feb14 Sarah Davies, Roath, Cardiff 

Dos, Davin, Durban, Natal ) Mn 25 Duncan, St Swithin’s In 


ton, Devon 


Draper, WILLIAM Gray, Reigate March9 Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 
Facan, Even, Kari’s Court sq March9 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
FarsrTHer, Sanau Bevinpa Waxp, Granville park, Blackheath March 31 Nicholson & 
Pemberton, Liverpool 
Fiemixc, Faancis Wiit14M, North hill, Highgate March7 Howard & Shelton, Moor- 
gate 
Fox, cc St Leonard’s on Sea March 1 Snow & Oo, Gt St Thomas Apostle, 
ueen 
GarTsIDE, Joun Henny, Park st March 30 Boote & Co, Manchester 
Gaskinc, Annz, Brixham, Devon March1 LEastley & Eastley, Pai 
Haieu, Cuar.es, Halifax March11 Farrar & Crowther, Bradfo 
Hateu, Mary, South Shore, Blackpool March 15 Ascroft, Blackpool 
Hamppen, Right Hon Hensy Rosert Viscount March 18 Currey & Co, Gt George st 
HarpinG, Atreep Fooxs, Leytonstone March 31 Arnold, Old Jewr E : 
om” a Bryanston sq, Hyde Park March 25 Merrimans & Thirlby, Mitre ct, 
‘emple 
Ho.pica, a Hewny, Irlam, Lancs, Analytical Chemist March 10 Cobbett & Co, 
Manchester 
Ho..anp, Josern, Penistone, Cloth Millner March1 Trewavas & Massey, Bradford 
Houtmes, Fanny, Luddenden, or Halifax March 1 , Halifax 
Hoop, Tuomas, Southend on Sea May1 Woodard & Southend on Sea 
Izop, Martna Magia, South Littleton, Worcester March 9 Byrch & Co, Evesham 
Jones, Ann, Llangybi, Carnarvon 11 Jones & Jones, Portmadoc 
Kina, Jouy, Liverpool, General Bottler Feb 26 peu, renee 
Laxororb, Susaywa, Portsmouth 11 Blake & Co, Portsmouth ae 
kaon, Saoem Twickenham, Licensed Victualler March5 Burchell & Co, Victoria st, 
estminster 
Lace, Beseme, Porchfield, I of W, Farmer March 2 Sarah A Lock & W C Black, 
ewport 
Logsries, Jonaxx Cart Lupwia, Camden hill rd, Kensington March 31 Herbert, Cork 
st, Burlington gdns ; 
Moor, Hargter, i 25 Merrimans & Thirlby, Mitre ct, Temple 
Nisset, Witt1am, Teddington March8 Lindo & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 
Oxsorrow, Stepags Wiiu1am, Manor Park rd, Harlesden, Manufacturer March 20 
Redfern & Hunt, Abchurch In , 
Partrersoy, Henny, Haslingden, Lancs Marchi Malpass, Haslingden 
Repmaysg, Leonarp, South Shore, Blackpool March 15 Ascroft, Blackpool 
Ruopes, Wit.1am, Bradford, Engineer March 11 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 
aoa ALExanver, Randolph cres, Maida Vale March 3 Beardall & Co, George st, 
anover sq 
Gemeneer. Tuomas Hewry, East Molesey, Surrey March 16 Randall & Son, Copthall 
gs 
Szane, Louisa Denne, Chapel rd, West Norwood March 25 Lamb & Co, Ironmonger ln 
Sorr.y, Atyaxep Ernest, South Hornchurch, Essex Marchi Melvill & Co, Worthing 
Srappexy, Wittiam James Woop, Dewsbury, Grocer March 25 wick & Co, 


wsbu 
Temp.e, Joun James, Surfleet, Lincs, Farmer April3 Staniland & Son, Boston, Lincs 
Warsex, Jemima Any, Lee, Kent March 26 Stone, Woolwich 
Warsow, Atpert James, Leytonstone, Butcher March 14 Aird & Co, Brabant ct 
Wats, bir Anrave Spencer, Travellers Club, Pall Mall March 20 Francis & Johnson, 
Gt Winchester st ; ’ 
Wiruiams, Henry, Liantrissant, Glam, Licensed Victualler March 25 Richards, Cardiff 
Wvcam, Cuantes Joux, Shawdon Hall, nr Alnwick, Northumberland March 23 W & 
W A Hale, Newcastle upon Tyne 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette,—Turspay, Feb. 5, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bazany, James, jun, Landport, Hants, Auctioneer Liverpool 
_Pet Dec6 Ord Feb2 

Buewer, Joux Cuxzistopaer, Lincoln, Cabinet Maker 
Lincoln Pet Jan 3i Ord Jan 31 

Caartox, Jouw~w Taomas, Gosforth, Northumberland, 
Builder Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jani Ord Feb 1 

Coorsr, Kopert Caartes Ortaspo, West Southbourne, 
Bournemouth, Architect Poole Pet Jan 31 Ord Janu 31 

Dasuwoop, Curistray, Richmond 3, Shepherd's Bush, 
Solicitors Clerk High Court Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Epmonpsoy, Joun James, Manchester, Estate Agent Man- 
chester Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 31 


Evans, Jorzpax, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, Brewer's | 


‘Agent Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 1 
Evisox, Rosert Henry, seamen Grocer Blackbura 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan3 
Garner, Georae, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Jan 30 Ord 


Jan 30 
Hanp, Tom, Smethwick, Staffs, Plumber West Bromwich 
Pet Janl17 Ord Jan 31 
Herpiestox, Ernest, Gainsborough, Confectioner’s Assist- 
ant Lincoln Pet febi Ord Febl 
James, Joun, Stony Stratford, Butcher Northampton 
Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 31 : 
Mernam, Tuomas W, Forest Gate, Essex, Builder Croydon 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Feb2 
Moort, Artuus James Prastanp, Worthing, Tailor 
Brighton Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Morwoop, Ernest Henry, Hough End, Bramley, Leeds, 
Market Gardener Leeds Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Painsxy, Exec, South Shields, Watchmaker Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Jan2 Ord Feb 1 
Paircoarp, Ricwarp Henry, Pontir, Car- 
narvon, Farmer Bangor Pet Jan28 Ord Febl 
Riasy, Robert Jou, Leigh, Clogger Bolton Pet Jan 31 
Ord Jan 81 
Ryper, Hoxace Ferpertcx James, Carholme rd, Forest 
hill High Court Pet Novy 30 Ord Jan 31 
ScHNEIDERMARN, sane, Bristol, Glass Dealer Bristol Pet 
Jan19 Ord E 
Szrtox, Davin, 1 Green, nr Malvern, Worcester 
Fishmonger Worcester Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 2 
SELLICK, Grong Monraaus, Forest Gate, Essex Manu- 
facturer of Electrical Accessories High Court Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Symonps, W1LL14M Joun, Southville, Butcher Bristol Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Feb1 
Tayion, JosEern, Spennymoor, Durham, Tailor Durham 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Tonks, Winuiam Watrer, Smethwick, Staffs West Brom- 
wich Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
TuRNeLL, James, Savile Town, nr Dewsbury, Fruiterer 
Dewsbury Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Water, ALFRED ay s Canal Dock, em, 
Lighterman urt Pet Dec 31 Ord Feb 2 
Wensrer, Samu x, ‘._ ae, Farmer North- 
ampton Pet Feb 1 Feb 1 
Wi.ttams, Josepu, 31 Ord Fe Grocer Portmadoc Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Jan 31 
Wiis, Henry Frepericx, Pershore, Worcester, Butcher 
Worcester Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Wi.soy, Evven, Gatley, Choshire, Farmer Stockport Pet 
Jan15 Ord Febi 
Woopyartt, ALrrep Epwarp, YY Hereford, Saddler 
Worcester Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 29: 
S.ieata, Jony, Small Heath, Birmingham, Tobacoonist 
Birmingham Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 24 
London Gazette.—Futpay, Feb. 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aszby, Joan Rosert, Wilton rd, Muswell hill, Iron- 
monger’s Assistant High Court Pet Jan 14 Ord 


Asumeap, Eavest Watrer Grorcs, Cainscross, 
heelwright a Pet Feb 4 B os Feb 4 
Leadenhall st High 


Pet Jan8 Ord "Feb 5 
Banaaze. } by = Roan Coal Dealer Walsall Pet 
e 


a be ape | Witsox D 
leon Tyne Pet ree O Feb6 

Banaaciovas, Epoara Harorave, adios, Wine Mer- 
chant Nottingham Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

Batgs, aeaabe Oldbury, Worcester, Butcher West 
Bromwich Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Baoan, wunsesm Barnsley, Art Master Barnsley Pet 
Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Brows, James Mortimer, King st, 8t James's, Tarf Agent 
High Court Pet Decl4 Ord Feb 5 

| Burien, Caartes Epwarp, Long Eaton, Derby Derby 

} Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Cones Se, ee, Kent High Court Pet Jan5 


| Caicxen, Tuomas, Lemington, Northumberl.nd, Grocer's 

| Assistant Newcastleon Tyne Pet Feb6é Ord Feb 6 

| Conyisn, Farp, Clayton, nr Bradford, Carting Agent Brad- 
ford’ Pet Feb5 Ord Feo 5 

Day, Wittiam Jouy, Eastbourne, Medical Practitioner 
Eastbourne Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Davies, Davip M, Swansea, Commission Agent Swansea 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 6 

Dickman, Wit11am, Chester le Street, Durham, Butcher 
Durham PetJan17 Ord Feb4 

Epwarps, James, Osw Salop, Licensed Victualler 
Wrexham Pet Feb 2 Ora Feb 2 

Evays, Jonn Cansey, Bargoed, Glam, Tailor Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Fox, Tom, a Manchester, Fish Salesman Man- 
chester Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Gatiewsk!, Mask, Sunderland, Jeweller Sunderland 

et Jan 22 Ord Feb5 

Garex, Wiviiam CuHAg_es, Soventey, Cabinet Maker 
Covent Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 

Hascock, ILLIAM, King's td Norfolk, Labourer 

King’s Lyan Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Hanson, Francis Jouy, ps Hy Stoke, Coventry, Cashier 
Coventry Pet Feb4 O 

os, Witiiam Barervey, South port, Lancs, Carriage 

roprietor Liverpool Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 4 
Isaac, Pa, Tae a Glam, Colliery Labourer Neath 
Feb4 

Nene Davip Morais, Barking rd, Cann Town, Boot 
Factor High Court Pet Feb 5 = - 5 

Kyicat, Jonxs Wiuiam, Sow Drug Store 
Proprietor Portsmouth Pet Feb 4 “Ord Febd4 

Masty, Joun Henny Bivviz, Birmingham, Gun Manu- 
facturer Bi Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Moonry, Freperick Greoras, Tenby, ioledin, Grocer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Norman, Epwarp Bensamin, Salford, Lancs, Auctioneer 
Manc' 





hester Pet Feb6 Ord Febé 
Paurs, Josern, Leicester Leicester Pet Feb 5 Ord 


Feb5 

ade > sae Be Blaengwynfi, Glam, Collier Neath Pet 

‘e ‘eb 

Reap, TCvatis, Bri ton, Manufacturer’s'Agent Brighton 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb 

Surarcury, WILLIAM _ el Scarborough, Painter Scar- 
borough Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Snort, Epwarp Henry, Ormskirk, Licensed Victualler 

s Li = a Feb _— Feb4 Fakenham, tet 

LACK, Epwin CHarues Ye orfolk, 
Clothier Norwich Pet Feb 4 

Syeit, Avert Eowarp, ec "Sikinicn Merchant 

Gloucester Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

Sye.une, Epwarp by ae Norwich, Builder Norwich 

Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 

Tone a, Torquay, , rae Exeter Pet Feb6 


Wa txesr, Ropert pow. Lower Gui G Innkee; 

vache ena peter on ore 
eLTOX, ALAN AUBERON m, Not 

ham’ Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb P 





Feb 5 





COMMISSION on 


LIFE POLICIES. 





No question as to Commission can arise with the 


EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY; 


which PAYS NO COMMISSION to Agents, but gives its Members the direct 
benefit of the large sums thus saved. The Society consequently pays remarkably 
high Bonuses. 


FOR MORE THAN A CENTURY THE CLAIMS 

PAID BY THIS SOCIETY HAVE BEEN 

(ON THE AVERAGE) MORE THAN DOUBLED 
BY THE ADDITION OF BONUSES. 








For copy of Prospectus and other information apply to the — 


EQUITABLE 


Life Assurance Society, 
MANSION HOUSE STREET, LONDON, E.O. 


Woon, Joux sone. am, Chesterneete, Bete, Ae ate, someetnys 
Clerk under Lyne Pet 


a W aswell 
yx, Jonw = Resene, Five of, Hill, Iron- 


aan 
Aroutey, Mac o Gy tne 6 es 
Bankru 


Barwea, Jonni Cunisrorare, a. Cabinet Mak’r Feb 
B un, Ci od siswano, Long Baton, Derby Feb 16 at 
UTLER, Cuartes Eowarp, 
Oo itor 0, Gayton, ar ~ Bradf Outing Age Feb 
BNIsH, Fev, 
19at3 Off Rec, 29, Manor ord, Oar 
Fi Joux Josern, Willenhall, Staffs, Engineer Feb 19 
ia Of Bee, Wol He ee A 
Fox, e Ie , Manchester, Fish Salesman Feb 16 
at 11.30 Of Reo, ‘Byrom st, Manchester 
Govca, Groaaz Cy Pembroke Dock, Fruiterer Pet 
16 at 12.30 Of oe 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Garex, Witii4m comnier, C —ee Feb 


HARLES, 
Guan, Se: Boss Se Schue, Woe, Financier Feb 
UNN I a's 
18 at Li Carey 
—-~ Confectioner’s As- 


Gains! 
yee 1p at abo Karat letaet 
Hopton Sox, 2 Be Martin's oy 8 —_e in, Builders 
e 

Hort, Jonw Wittiam, Over crten, Outed, Farmer Feb 
18 at 12 1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 


Jackson, Joszra Buaxke, Bilston, nr Wolverhampton, 
Grocer b 


at, 
bidga, Carey st 
Jonnzs, Davin Morais, rd, Canning ig) as 
Factor Feb 18 at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
Laien, Waurer, Warrington, Joiner Feb 16 at 11 "on 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
a ry JN, Queen veg st, Business Agent Feb 


Pratrex, Taomas, Walls, Ni , Builder Feb 16 at 12.30 
Off Reo, 8, King st, N 


Parrcaarp, Ricwagp = Sryeterintes, | © 
Carnarvon, Farmer Feb 18 at 2.45 Sian “Hotel 

Gunenee, Witiiam foun, emery Painter Feb 18 
até Off Reo, 74, Newborough, 

nace, Epwis Ca ages WELURsLey, Fakenham, Norfolk, 


othier Feb 16at1 Off Reo, 8, King et, Norwich 
Syz.uinc, Eowarp WatTER, Norwich, Builder Feb 18 at 
12.30 O Norwich 


Ree, 8, King st, 
Tcueantive, Dutrat, aie Be use, London wall Feb 18 
at 12 _ bldge. an Te 
Terey, Henry, St ay en Schoolmaster 
Feb 28 at 10.30 ad Bedford circus, Exeter 
Taorne, Heepert Tuomas, peat Leary Cn Commercial Clerk 
Feb 16 at 12.30 10, Hammet 


Wanner, pecan Wituiam, ouedh, Innkeeper 

Feb 16 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Wester, Coe Hellidon, a Farmer Feb 

18 at 12.15 Off Reo, B Bridge ot, No ptoa 

Witimorr, Octver, Wolv: Assistant Schvol- 
master Feb i16at11 Off Reo, Wavaheneies 








OLICITORS’ EXAMINATIONS.—Mr 
AQ THOMAS B. gaost, i COACHES candi. 


amination, in. case ye 


7 AW.—Eficient General Clerk (25), Cor- 
tificated nar, eae 





pay Fey She oe 
pad pag geo A. - in afraid 
od work; 5) years’ experience eupeuianes; t references,—Lex, 





44, Monson-road, Tunbridge wie 
GITUATION WANTED. —E ert Typist, 
30; abstainer; salary 42a, per ae a gy 





street, Kennington. 
AW.—GREAT SAVING. — F 
25 per cent.'will be taken pe momo 





AW BOOKS om Gamat REDUCTIONS! ! 











FUNDS EXCEED 


4: MILLIONS. 





—All kinds of and other Books 
oes. LATEST ny 8. a 
for List, New Books at 20 Bent 
on approval, BOOKS BOUGH <9 5 0. Fors, 
M Arverts ot ou and DEVANT’S 
gen, ace a Sim ae 
Nesbit evenings 5 ow ASKELY NE Mr. 
DEVANT at ; childrea 
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KRozcvexr OF CHELMSFORD. 
APPOINTMENT OF TOWN CLERK, 


The TOWN C)UNCIL of CHELMSFORD invite appli- 
cations for the TOWN CLERKSHIP of the Borough of 
Chelmsford. The person appointed will also be Clerk to 
th» kducation ‘'ommittee and to the Joint Sewerage Com- 
mittee. He will] aleo be required to keep the Borough and 
Urbin District Accounts. 

gentleman appointed must devote his whole time to 
the woik of the C ,rporation and be a Certificated Solicitor, 
who has had good experience in municipal work, capable of 
porta out all the duties of the before-mentioned offices 
and all the legal work of the Corporstion 

A Prirvcipal, Second, and Junior Clerk, with office 
accommodation, will be provided by the Town Council. 

The salary (which is to include all legal work) will be 
£350 a year. rising by annual increments of £10 to £400. 

oo for £500 in an approved Guarantee Society must 


ven. 
= gentleman appointed will be required to commence 
his duties on the Ist June, 1907. 

Further particulars may be obtained on application to the 
Town Clerk. 

Applications, with copies of three recent testimonials, to 
be delivered at the Town Clerk's Office, 16, London-road, 
Chelmsford, not later than Saturday, 2nd March, 1907, 
marked “ Town Clerkship.”’ 

THOS. DIXON, 


By Order, 
Chelmsford, Town Clerk. 


ith February, 1907. 
TRAND (opposite Law Courts). — Two 
Light Offices on the First Floor of a well-lighted 
building, decorated ready for occupation; rent £55 per 
annum. —Apply to Messrs. Davin Buayett & Co., 15, 
Nicholas-lane, E.C. 








\ ANAGING CLERK Wanted (unad- 

mitted) in Solicitor’s Office; gereral practice ; must 
be thoroughly comp-tent in Common Law, Prob ite, Bills, 
aod general management —Apply, by letter, to M. 8., care 
of Street's, 8, Serle-street, London, W.C. 


YOOD COMMISSION Paid to Solicitors 

I sand others for Introducing Clients who will Invest 
in Industrial Business,— Write Genuine, care of Advertising 
Offices, 10, High Ho!born. 


'T.O SOLICITORS or INVESTORS.—Mort- 

gage £2,500 Required at 5 per cent. on Leasehold 
Sualiee producing net rentals £329 per annum; solicitors 
or principals only treated with; solicitors introducing 
capital can act for mortgagors. Addrees, in first instance, 
to Owyer, Box 100, “ Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly 
Reporter”’ "Office, 27, Chancery-lane, London, 


£18, OO to INVEST in good Mort- 


gage Security; can be dividei.—Full 
particulary to Messrs. Maton & Co., 7, Belgrave-road, 
leston-equare, 8.W. 


£500- £5,000.—S:xty-three Officers and 

Gentlemen Require Out-of-door Occupa- 
tions, or Active Employment in Profit-earning Concerns ; 
no new business scheme or invention, however promising, 
need apply.—Major F. E. V. Taytor, The Officers’ 
Employment Bureau, 14, Belfast-chambers, Beak-street, 
Regent-stree t. 


—FROM £50 to £6,000. — Would 
any responsible Gentleman, in Town or 
Country, be willing to pay a fair rate of 


interest for an IMMEDIATE ADVA®CE OF CASH 
upon theirown PROMI‘SGORY NOTE, without Security, 
Publicity, or fees, and strictly private. 


Call or write to the Actual Lenders, 
J. WESTON & CO., 
PRIVATE BANKERS, 
30 & 31, DUKE STREET, PICCADILLY, 
LONDON, W. 




















ORTGAGE INVESTMENTS.— 

Mesars. MAY & ROWDEN have decided to develop 
further this claes of business, and will therefore be glad to 
see both Borrowers and Lenders ; only good-class securities 
dealt with; no flats or weekly property. — Offices: 27, 
Maddox-street, W. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


(Estastisarp 1828), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, 2637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
BSTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 
C. ¥ CLAY TOW 
F. H. CLAYTON, 








J — 


NOW READY. Price 4/- net. 
A PRACTICAL GUIDE TO THE 


DEATH DUTIES 


AND THE PREPABATION OF 


DEATH DUTY ACCOUNTS. 


By CHARLES SGEATTY, 


Solicitor of the Estate Duty Office, Somerset House. 


London: Errixauam Witson, 54, Threadneedle-street, E.C. 
REEVES & TUOKNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale. 





8, Bream’s Bulldings, Chancery Lange, E.C., 
FORMERLY OF 100, CHANCERY LANE AND CABRY STREET. 





NOW READY, 20th Edition (1907), 6s. net. 


MY LAWYER: 
The Up to-Date Adviser on Law in all its branches 
(Authorities and Statutes cited.) 
Concise Forms of Agreements, Notices, Wills, &c, 
By a BARRISTER-AT-LAW. 


London: Errixcuam Witson, 54, Threadneedle-street. 


FOR SALE. 


Weekly Reporter (The), 1952 to 1992, Vols. 1 
to 40, good half calf, @25. 
1572 to 1906, Vols, 21 to 54, good half calf, #24. 
Vols. 5 to 19, #3 15e.; Vois. 2 to 16, £6; Vols. 
28 to 43, £6 10s8.; and others from 7s. 6a. per Vol. 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, Lrp.. 
CAREY STREET, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
*,* Law Libraries Purchased or Valued ; Licensed Valuers. 


] ONDON GUARANTEE and ACCIDENT 
4 COMPANY (LIMITED). 

The Company’s Bonds Accepted by the High Court as 
SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and AD- 
MINISTRATORS, for COSTS in Actions where security 
is ordered to be given by the Board of Trade for 
OFFICIALS pane the Bankruptcy Act, and by the Scotch 
Courts, &c., 

Guarantees given in the Inland Revenue, Excise, and all 
other GOVERNMENT Departments. 

Special facilities to avoid delay in completion of security 
in Chancery and Bankruptcy Cases. 

EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 

The responsibility of Employers under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law insured against. 

Applications for Agencies invited. 

8. L. ANDERSON, 
W. R. STRONG, F.LA., 

61, Moorgate-street, London, E.C. 


PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 


19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 








Joint 
Secretaries. 











LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS 
For Vacancies for, or introductions to the above, apply to 


J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
The old-established PARTNERSHIP AGENT, 
LAW COSTS DRAFTSMAN, & ACCOUNTANT 
61 & 62, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


SsorTHanp CieRK Offered Articles and Salary by City 
Solicitor. 


BRAND 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free ona 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd.. MAYFAIR, W. 








W. EVANS & aad 


Under the same Proprietorship 
and Management since the House 
was founded. No connection with 
any other firm. 

“TRUTH ” says : —*‘ Our latest dis- 
covery in Tailoring is Evans, 77, Great 
— W., who can actualls 

t.°” 


We keep a choice and varied stock of 
materials for Town and Country wear 
at prices strictly moderate compatible 
with first-class workmansbip. 

Please note only address— 

Great Portland St., 
LONDON, W. 

Morning Coat from £2 5 0 | Lounge Suits from £3 H 

Riding Breeches ,, 119 6| Evening Dress Suit ,, 5 


77, 














19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
Assets + # # £162,000. 


CHAIRMAN 
818 HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Baat., J.P., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, B.C. 


Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 

Borrowers Interest 4 per "cent. onthly repayments, 
which include Principal, Premium, oat Interest for each 
£100 : 10 years, £1 1s. 1d.; 12 years, 18s, 4d.; 15 years, 15s. 6d.; 
18 years, 14s. 2d.; 21 years, 12s, 11d. Burvey Fee to £500, 
half-a-guinea. 

Prospectus free of 

CHARLES A. PRICE Manager. 


Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep 1x THe Reiew oy Wittiam & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
L&VBEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


AUTHORITY 











BY 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BUOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 
SHare CERTIFICATES, DebENTURES, &e., engraved and 
printed. Orriciat Szacs designed and t 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Berjeants’ Inn). 


Annual and other Retomns Stamped and Filed. 


‘IXHE LONDON and WESTMINSTER 
LOAN & DISCOUNT corany (Ltd.) (Est. 1856). 

Offices : 63, St. Martin’s-lane, W.C., & 43, London wall, E.C 
ADVANCE MONEY on mal security, furniture, leases, 
life yy &c., repayable, INCLUDLN' ” INTEREST : 

£10 One Year, Weekly’ £0 4 4 Monthly £019 3 

£20 % » © 8 6 . £117 

£30 ” ” £2 16 

£50 ” ” S * 

£100 








Larger sums in proportion. Moderate ‘rates A bills of 


on application to Secretary (No 


sale. le, Proepectn 
Agents.) 





Grateful—Comforting. 


EPPS’S 


A welcome delicacy for 


COCOA 


Breakfast and Supper. 











